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ADJUDGED    IN  THE 


^ig^  eourt  of  eimttt^y 


SIBWILLIAMPAaEWOOD,KKT.,VICE.CHANCELLOE: 

GOHMBMGINO   IN  THE 

25th  YEAB  of  the  reign  OF  HER  MAJESTY, 
1862. 


ATTOBNEY^ENERAL  v.  CONSERVATORS  OF 

THE  THAMEa 

THORNTON  u  SAME. 

CITY  OF  LONDON  BREWERY  v.  SAME 

CLOTHWORKERS'  COMPANY  v.  SAME. 

JLHE  first  case  was  an  information  and  bill  by  and  at 
the  relation  of  the  FiahrMyngera'  Compamy,  the  owners, 


1862. 
November  14fA, 

Thamu  Comer- 

xtancy  Act, 
1857  (20  ^  21 
Vict,  c.  147}— 

Nuisance — 
Pvblic  and  pri- 
vate Righti'^ 

JuristUdion. 

Under  the  Thames  Conseryanoy  Act,  1857,  the  ConBerraton  were  empowered  to  erect 
piere  at  any'  conTenient  place,  of  racli  form  and  conetmction  as  they  aho^d  deem  advan- 
tageons  to  the  public,  and  caanng  the  least  obstmctioa  to  the  navigation.  The  plans  were  to 
be  first  approved  by  the  Admiralt;|r. 

SeU,  that  Uie  Conrt  had  no  jarisdiction  to  interfere  by  iojnnction  at.  the  suit  of  the 
Attomey-Greneral, on  the  gronnd  of  the  alleged  inconTenienoe  of  proposed  piers;  or,  at  most, 
that  xl  ooold  only  interfere  in  a  case  where  it  was  shown  that  the  piers  would  be  enturely 


Hie  statute  directed,  that,  whenever  the  Conserrators  should  remove  or  obstruct  the  free 
use  and  eiyoyment  of  any  pnblic  stairs  or  landing  places  marked  by  the  Watermen's  Com- 
pany, they  shoold  erect  equally  convenient  stairs  or  landing-places  in  substitution  for  them. 

Heidf  that  the  substitution  of  new  stairs  or  landing-places  was  not  a  condition  precedent  to 
thfl  removal  or  disturbance,  and  that  where  the  Conservators  had  prepared  plans  for  piers 
which  wMd  interfere  with  such  old  stairs  without  showing  an}*  adequate  provision  in  substi- 
totioD  for  Miem,  the  Court  would  not  assume  that  the  doty  would  be  neglected,  and  would 
not  interfti^  at  the  suit  of  the  Attorney-General  to  restrain  the  works  untU  proper  substitutes 
should  be  provided  for  the  old  stairs. 

VOL.  I.  B 
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1862. 

Att-Geh. 
r. 

CONBEBVA- 
TOBS  OF  THS 
RiYEB 
Tl 


Statemtni* 


and  Kough  and  Jonea^  the  occupiers,  of  Fiahmongera' 
Hall  Wharf y  near  London  Bridge,  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  Conservators  of  the  river  Thamea  from  con- 
structing or  continuing  certain  piers  and  works  at  Old 
8v)an  Staira,  All  HaUowa  Stavra,  and  London  Bridge 
8taira,  and  from  obstructing  the  use  of  the  said  several 
public  stairs,  and  from  constructing  or  continuing  the  same 
or  any  other  works  so  as  to  obstruct,  impede,  or  interfere 
with  the  access  or  departure  of  vessels,  barges,  or  boats  to 
or  from  the  Plainlifis'  wharves  and  landing-place,  and 
from  doing  any  act  whereby  the  free  use  and  enjoyment  of 
the  Plaintifis  of  their  ancient  right  or  privilege  of  access  to 
and  departure  from  the  said  wharves  and  premises,  or  the 
easement,  right,  or  privilege  enjoyed  by  them  under  a  cer- 
tain grant  or  license  from  the  Corporation  of  London 
might  be  obstructed,  impeded,  or  interfered  with. 


The  Fiahmongera'  Company  had,  for  many  years  before 
the  passing  of  the  London  Bridge  Approaches  Act,  been 
seised  in  fee  of  the  Fiahmongera*  HaU  and  adjoining  land, 
and  of  a  landing-place  on  the  river  front  of  the  said  pre- 
mises.     Under  the  provisions    of   the   London  Bridge 
Approaches  Act,  and  the  Amending  Act,  the  Plaintiffs,  in 
the  year  1834!,  reclaimed  and  embanked  a  portion  of  the 
river  adjoining  their  said  premises,  and  became  seised  thereof 
in  fee.    The  reclaimed  land  was  called  Fiahmongera'  Hall 
Wharf,  and  was  leased  by  the  Fiahm,ong€Ta'  Company,  in 
the  year  1843,  to  the  predecessors  in  title  of  the  Plain tifib 
Kough  and  Jonea,  the  present  lessees  and  oocupiers  of  the 
wharf.    In  the  year  1844  the  Plaintiffi  obtained  from  the 

The  Btatnte  contained,  in  sect.  179,  a  saving  of  all  righto  to  which  any  owners  or  oconpiers 
of  any  lands  on  the  hanks  of  the  river,  including  the  banks  thereof,  were  by  law  entitled. 

Bddt  that  the  right  of  access  to  a  wharf  was  a  private  right  within  this  saving;  bat  that  a 
pier,  which  rendeied  the  approach  to  a  wharf  less  convenient  without  rendering  access  im- 
possible, was  an  interference,  not  with  the  private  right  of  access,  but  with  the  public  right  of 
navigation  enjoyed  by  the  wharf-owner  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the  public,  and  that  such 
right  was  not  among  those  comprised  in  the  statutory  saving. 

Information  and  bill  by  and  at  the  relation  of  a  wharf-owner,  to  restrain  the  erection  of 
piers  by  the  Conservators,  dismissed  without  costs. 
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Corporation  of  L(md(m  a  grant  or  license  to  construct  and 
permanenUy  maintain  a  campshed  in  fix)nt  of  their,  wharf, 
projecting  to  low  water  mark,  and  the  same  was  constructed 
at  the  Plfdntiffs'  expense. 

The  Plaintifib  claimed,  and  enjoyed  from  time  imme- 
morial, free  access  from  and  to  the  river  to  and  from  their 
piemises,  which  for  the  time  being  adjoined  the  river, 
with  boats,  barges,  and  other  vessels,  and  the  privilege  of 
embarking  and  disembarking,  loading  and  unloading,  at 
the  said  premises. 

In  the  year  184!4  the  Plaintiffs  erected  a  steam-boat 
pier  in  firont  of  their  wharf,  by  driving  piles  into  the  bed 
of  the  river  immediately  outside  the  campshed,  to  which 
were  moored  dummies,  connected  by  a  bridge  with  the 
whar£ 

The  Corporation  of  London  removed  the  pier,  and  the 
dispute  was  compromised  by  the  grant  of  a  license  by  the 
Corporation  to  the  Plaintiffs  to  restore  and  permanently 
maintain  the  pier,  paying  a  rent  of  7{.  78.  for  the  privi- 
'  lege.  The  pier  was  accordingly  restored,  and,  as  the  Plain- 
MS&  alleged,  had  not  obstructed,  but  had  improved  the  navi- 
gation, by  accommodating  the  steamboat  traffic,  and  by 
deepening  the  river  by  the  increased  scour  which  it  pro- 
duced. 

The  bill  alleged  that  the  said  pier  did  not  materially 
obstruct  or  impede  the  access  and  egress  to  and  from  the 
PlaintifiEs*  wharves. 

By  the  Thjimea  Conservancy  Act,  1857,  the  Defendants, 
the  Conservators  of  the  river  Tha/ines^  were  incorporated, 
and  all  the  previous  rights  and  powers,  as  well  of  the  Cor- 
poration of  London  as  of  the  Crown,  in  the  bed,  soil,  and 
shores  of  this  part  of  the  river,  and  with  relation  to  the 
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conservancy  of  the  river  (with  certain  specified  exceptions), 
were  vested  in  the  Conservators. 

At  the  time  of  the  passing  of  that  Act,  there  existed  on 
the  north  bank  of  the  Thames  three  public  stairs  and  land- 
ing-places, marked  by  the  Watermen's  Company — ^viz., 
London  Bridge  Stai/rs,  immediately  adjoining  the  bridge. 
Old  Swan  Stairs,  at  the  foot  of  Swan-lane,  a  little  higher 
up  the  river,  and  All  Hallows  Stairs  at  the  foot  oi  AU 
Hallows-lane,  still  further  up  the  river.  There  was  also 
an  ancient  landing-place  between  Old  Swan  and  AU 
Hallows  Stairs,  which  had  become  nearly  disused,  and  was 
not  so  marked. 

On  the  20th  of  December,  18S1,  the  Conservators  ad- 
vertised a  notice  of  their  intention  to  erect  two  floating 
gteam-boat  piers  or  landing  places,  hereinafter  referred  to  as 
the  lower  and  upper  piers,  respectively,  opposite  the  Old 
Swan  and  AU  Hallows  Stairs,  respectively.    Each  pier 
was  to  be  a  T.  shaped  structure,  consistmg  of  a  stage  800 
feet  long,  parallel  to  the  shore,  resting  on  pontoons  moored 
to  piles,  and  connected  with  the  shore  at  the  site  of  the  old^ 
stairs  by  a  bridge.    It  was  also  originally  designed  to  place 
another  bridge  to  connect  the  lower  pier  with  the  London 
Bridge  Stairs,  but  that  part  of  the  plan  had  been  abandoned 
before  the  filing  of  the  information  and  bill.    The  bridge 
at  the  upper  pier  was  intended  to  rest  upon  the  stairs,  oc- 
cupying thereby  about  two-thirds  of   their  width,  and 
leaving  a  passage  of  five  feet  in  width  for  persons  using 
the  old  stairs,  which  were  also  to  be  made  steeper.     The 
other  stairs  were  to  be  interfered  with  in  a  somewhat 
similar  way. 

The  general  position  of  the  works  is  shown  by  the  plan 
on  the  opposite  page : 
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The  following  clauses  of  the  Thames  Conservaiicy  Act, 
1857,  were  referred  to  in  the  course  of  the  argument : — 

"  1.  The  word  'pier/  shall  include  a  floating  pier. 

"  67.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Conservators,  from  time  to 
time,  upon  such  terms,  and  upon  the  payment  of  a  fair  and 
reasonable  consideration,  such  consideration  to  be  either  a 
sum  in  gross  or  an  annual  rent^  or  partly  a  sum  in  gross  and 
partly  an  annual  rent,  and  when  a  sum  in  gross  such  sum  to 
be  paid  at  the  time  of  granting  the  licence^  and  under  and 
subject  to  such  rules^  regulations,  and  restrictions  as  they 
shall  think  fit  to  impose,  to  license  the  erection  by  the  owners 
or  occupiers  of  lands  adjoining  the  river,  at  the  places 
where  the  piers  or  landing  places  hereinafter  mentioned  are 
to  be  erected^  at  any  convenient  places  of  piers  or  landing 
places,  of  such  form  and  construction  as  the  Conservators 
shall  consider  most  advantageous  to  the  public,  and  as 
causing  the  least  obstruction  to  the  navigation  of  the  river 
Tha/mea,  and  also  to  license  the  driving  of  piles^  and  the 
formation  of  dwarf  wharfing  ways  and  other  conveniences 
to  the  adjoining  premises^  and  also  from  time  to  time  to 
cause  the  form  and  construction  of  such  piers  or  landing 
places,  and  the  position  of  such  piles^  and  the  mode  of 
forming  such  dwarf  wharfing  ways  and  other  conveniences 
to  be  altered  at  the  expense  of  the  owners  of  or  persons 
licensed  to  erect,  drive,  or  form  the  same,  and  also  from 
time  to  time  to  cause  any  such  piers  or  landing  places, 
piles,  dwarf  wharfing  ways,  and  other  conveniences  to  be 
removed  and  taken  away  at  the  expense  of  the  owners 
thereof,  or  of  the  persons  licensed  to  erect,  drive,  or  form 
the  same,  and  in  case  such  pier  or  landing  place,  piles, 
dwarf  wharfing  ways,  or  other  convenience  shall  not  be 
altered  or  removed  within  seven  days  after  notice  from  the 
Conservators  to  alter  or  remove  the  same  shall  have  been 
given  to  the  owner  thereof,  or  to  the  person  licensed  to 
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erects  drive,  or  form  the  same,  or  shall  have  been  left  upon 
or  affixed  to  such  pier  or  landing  place,  or  any  part  thereof, 
such  pier  or  landing  place,  piles,  dwarf  wharfing  ways,  or 
other  convenience  shall  be  liable  to  be  abated  and  removed 
by  the  Conservators  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other  nui- 
sance may  be  abated  or  removed  under  the  authority  of  this 
Act 

"  59.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Conservators  from  time  to 
time,  as  they  shall  deem  necessary  for  the  convenience  of 
the  public,  to  erect  at  any  convenient  places,  piers,  or  land- 
ing places,  of  such  form  and  construction  as  they  shall  deem 
most  advantageous  to  the  public,  and  causing  the  least  ob- 
struction to  the  navigation  of  the  river  Thames,  and  also 
from  time  to  time  to  alter  and  vary  the  form  and  con- 
struction of  such  piers  or  landing  places,  and  also  from 
time  to  time  to  shut  up  or  take  away  and  remove  any  such 
piers  or  landing  places  without  being  obliged  to  erect  or 
provide  any  other  pier  or  landing  places  in  lieu  of  any  so 
shut  up,  removed,  or  taken  away. 

**  62.  Whenever  the  Conservators  shall  shut  up,  remove,  or 
take  away,  or  in  any  manner  obstruct  the  free  use  and  en- 
joyment of  any  existing  public  stairs  or  landing  place,  now 
marked  by  the  Watermen's  Company,  they  shall  cause 
some  equally  convenient  free  public  stairs  or  landing  place 
to  be  erected  or  provided  in  the  place  or  stead  of  the  stairs 
or  landing  place  so  shut  up,  removed,  or  taken  away,  or  the 
free  use  and  enjoyment  of  which  may  be  in  any  manner 
obstructed. 

"  80.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  harbour-masters  for  the 
time  being  to  give  directions  for  all  or  any  of  the  following 
purposes  (that  is  to  say),  for  regulating  the  time  and  man- 
ner in  which  any  vessel  shall  enter  into,  go  out  of,  or  lie  in 
the  river  Tham>es,  and  the  position,  mooring  or  unmooring, 
placing,  or  removing  any  vessel  within  the  same: — ^For 
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regulating  the  manner  in  which  any  vessel  shall  take  in  or 
discharge  its  cargo,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  shall  take  in  or 
deliver  ballaat  within  the  river  Tha/mes.  Provided  always 
that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  for  such  harbour-master  to  direct 
that  any  vessel  shall  lie  or  be  within  any  part  of  the  river 
Thames,  where  by  any  Act  of  Parliament  it  shall  or  may 
be  directed  that  no  vessel  shall  lie  or  be,  nor  to  unmoor  or 
remove  from  any  part  of  the  river  Tha/mes  duly  appointed 
as  a  boarding,  landing,  or  quarantine  station,  any  vessel 
moored  or  placed  there  under  the  authority  of  the  Com- 
missioners of  Customs,  nor  to  moor  or  place  any  vessel 
within  low  water  mark^  of  or  alongside  any  quay,  custom- 
house station,  or  other  place  appropriated  to  the  service  of 
the  Customs. 

"93.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Conservators  to  cut  the 
banks  of  the  river  ThwrMB  for  the  purpose  of  making,  en- 
larging, or  repairing  any  dock,  or  canal,  or  any  drain,  sewer, 
or  watercourse,  or  altering,  laying  down,  or  repairing  any 
suction  or  other  pipe,  or  for  any  other  purpose  whatsoever, 
or  to  permit  and  suffer  any  person  to  cut  the  banks  for  any 
of  the  purposes  aforesaid,  under  such  restrictions,  and  upon 
such  terms  and  conditions  as  the  Conservators  shall  think 
proper  to  impose. 

^^  98.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Conservators,  and  they 
are  hereby  authorised  and  empowered,  for  the  purpose  of 
maintaining  and  improving  the  navigation  of  the  river 
ThameSy  from  time  to  time  as  occasion  may  require,  to 
dredge,  cleanse,  and  scour  the  river  Thwraee,  and  to  alter, 
vary,  deepen,  restrict,  cleanse,  scour,  dredge,  cut,  enlarge, 
diminish,  contract^  shorten,  widen,  straighten,  and  improve 
the  bed  and  channel  of  the  river  Thamts,  and  to  reduce  or 
remove  any  banks  or  shoals  whatsoever  within  the  river 
Tha/mes,  and  to  abate  and  remove,  or  cause  to  be  abated  and 
removed,  all  impediments,  obstructions^  and  annoyance,  and 
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all  ouiaanoes  and  abuses  whatsoever  in  the  river  Thames^ 
or  on  the  banks  and  shores  thereof,  which  may  now  or  at 
any  time  hereafter  he  injurious  to  the  river  Thames^  or 
obstruct  or  tend  to  obstruct  the  free  navigation  thereol 

**  99.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Conservators  from  time  to 
lime  to  remove,  scour,  and  take  away  any  shoal,  mud-bank, 
or  other  accumulation  which  shall  impede  the  navigation  of 
the  river  Thames^  and  also  to  shorten  any  bend,  or  remove 
any  angle  in  the  course  of  the  river  Tha/meB;  and  for 
such  purpose  to  enter  into  agreements  with  the  owners  of 
land  adjoining  or  in  or  near  to  the  river  Tha/mea  for  the 
pnrchaae  of  lands,  or  otherwise  to  enable  them  to  effect  the 


'*  105.  No  works  upon  the  bed  or  shores  of  the  said  river 
TJuunes  below  high  water  mark  shall  at  any  time  be 
commenced  or  executed  under  the  direction  or  with  the 
sanction  or  permission  of  the  Conservators  without  the 
same  having  been  previously  approved  of  by  the  Lord 
High  Admiral  or  the  Commissioners  for  executing  the 
office  of  Lord  High  Admiral,  such  approval  to  be  from  time 
to  time  signified  in  writing  under  the  hand  of  the  Secretary 
to  the  Admiralty ;  or  if  such  approval  be  not  previously 
obtained  without  proper  conditions  being  made,  to  provide 
for  the  immediate  removal  of  all  such  works  upon  notice 
from  the  Admiralty  under  the  hand  of  the  Secretary  re- 
quiring the  same  to  be  removed. 

'*  165.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend  or  be 
construed  or  deemed  to  extend  to  prejudice  or  derogate 
from,  or  in  anywise  alter,  affect,  or  interfere  with  the  juris- 
diction or  authority  of  the  Corporation  of  Trvmty  House 
of  Deptford  Stroud,  in  the  county  of  KerU,  in  the  ap- 
pointment of  pilots,  leadsmen,  and  guides;  or  for  lastage 
and  ballastage,  and  office  of  lastage  and  ballastage  of  ships 
and  vessels  ;  beaconage  and  buoyage,  and  office  of  beacon- 
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age  and  buoyage;  or  for  the  erecting  and  setting  up  of 
beacons^  buoys,  lights,  and  lighthouses;  or  the  fees, 
advantages,  salaries,  profits,  emoluments,  commodities,  and 
rights,  incidents,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever  due,  paya- 
ble accustomed,  appertaining,  or  belonging  to  the  said 
Corporation  ;  or  any  other  rights,  offices,  duties,  and  privi- 
leges whatsoever  now  subsisting  and  in  force,  and  held, 
used,  or  enjoyed  by  the  said  Corporation  under  or  by 
virtue  of  any  Royal  charter  or  charters,  grant  or  grants, 
letters  patent,  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament,  or  otherwise 
howsoever. 


*'  168.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  extend  to  or  be 
construed  to  extend  to  prejudice  or  afiect  any  of  the  rights, 
powers,  or  privileges  of  any  of  the  dock  companies  esta- 
blished under  the  authority  of  Parliament  within  the 
port  of  London,  or  any  of  the  provisions  contained  in  the 
several  Acts  of  Parliament  now  in  force  relating  to  such 
dock  companies,  or  any  of  them. 

"  ]  77.  Nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  be  construed  to 
extend  to  empower  the  Conservators  to  authorise  or  to  grant 
licenses  for  the  construction  of  any  work,  or  to  erect  any 
pier  or  landing-places  or  other  work,  which  shall  in  any  way 
impede,  obstruct,  or  injuriously  affect  any  of  the  entrances 
to  the  ship-basin  or  dock  of  the  company  of  proprietors  of 
the  BefferU^a  GanaZ  at  Limehauae,  or  the  r^ulation  of  any 
vessel  which  shall  enter  into  or  go  out  of  the  said  ship- 
basin  or  dock,  or  lie  in  the  river  Thames  at  any  of  the 
entrances  to  the  said  ship-basin  or  dock,  or  within  100 
yards  from  any  of  those  entrances:  Provided  that  the 
power  of  the  Conservators  and  of  the  Harbour-Masters  of 
the  port  of  London  within  such  limits  shall  not  by  anything 
contained  in  this  Act  be  prejudiced,  lesseued,  or  interfered 
with,  and  nothing  in  this  Act  contained  shall  take  away, 
prejudice,  or  affect  any  of  the  rights,  powers,  or  privileges 
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of  the  ffidd  company  of  proprietors  of  the  Reg&nPa  Comal,        1862. 
or  any  of  the  pTovisions  contained  in  any  of  the  Acts  of 
Parliament  relating  to  that  company. 

**  179.  None  of  the  powers  by  this  Act  conferred^  or  any- 
thing in  this  Act  contained,  shall  extend  to  take  away,  alter, 
or  abridge  any  right,  claim,  privilege,  franchise,  exemption, 
or  immnnity  to  which  any  owner  or  occupier  of  any  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments  on  the  banks  of  the  riyer,  in- 
cluding the  banks  thereof,  or  of  any  aits  or  islands  in  the 
river  are  now  by  law  entitled,  nor  to  take  away  or  abridge 
any  l^al  right  of  ferry ;  but  the  same  shall  remain  and  con- 
tinue in  full  force  and  effect  as  if  this  Act  had  never  been 
made." 

A  large  amount  of  evidence  was  gone  into  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  inconvenience  which  would  be  caused  by  the 
piersL 

The  Plaintifis  insisted  that  the  second  arch  of  London 
Bridge  was  generally  used  at  certain  states  of  the  tide  by 
vessels  making  for  the  centre  arch  of  Sovihtuark  Bridge, 
Ae  alleged  reason  being  that  the  set  of  the  tide  was  in  a 
curve  which  passed  from  the  second  arch  close  to  the  pro- 
posed pier,  and  so  on  to  the  centre  of  Southwark  Bridge. 
The  evidence  of  practical  men  was  strongly  in  f&vour  of 
this  view,  but  the  evidence  of  engineers  who  had  experi- 
mented on  the  current  was  the  other  way.  It  was  proved, 
however,  that  a  considerable  though  not  the  principal  traffic 
went  through  the  second  arch. 

A  similar  conflict  arose  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the 
first  arch  was  used  by  craft  making  for  the  wharves  be- 
tween London  and  Southwark  Bridges.  It  was  proved 
that  it  was  used  when  available,  but  that  it  was  often 
blocked  by  the  steam-boats  at  the  landing  place  imme- 
diately below  London  Bridge.     As  to  the  public  stairs 
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1863.  there  was  no  question  that  they  were  in  public  use,  but 
AiT-Gmr!  *^®^  ^^  evidence  to  the  eflfect  that  the  five  feet  which  it 
r,     **  was  intended  to  leave  would  suffice  for  the  diminished  boat 

TOBs  OF  TH1  traffic  which  had  existed  since  the  general  mtroduction  of 
steamers.  It  was  scarcely  disputed  that  the  stairs  would 
to  some  extent  become  less  convenient.  There  was  also 
some  conflict  as  to  the  extent  of  the  user  of  the  old  landing 
place  whidbi  had  been  nearly  abandoned,  and  on  the  ques- 
tion whether  the  right  of  the  public  did  or  did  not  extend 
both  to  goods  and  passengers. 

It  was  scarcely  denied  that  the  Corporation  of  London, 
when  acting  as  Conservators,  had  no  power  to  grant  a  per- 
manent license  for  piles  obstructing  the  river,  and  the 
license  actually  granted  appeared  to  have  been  revocable  : 
it  was  not  denied  that  the  approach  to  the  Plaintiffis'  wharf 
would  be  less  easy ;  but  it  was  said,  that^  by  passing  out- 
side of  the  new  lower  pier,  and  warping  round  the  dolphin 
at  the  end  of  it,  it  would  be  easy  to  make  the  whar£  For 
the  Plaintifft  it  was  insisted,  that,  with  a  strong  flood  tide 
this  would  be  nearly,  if  not  quite,  impracticable,  and  various 
experiments  were  in  evidence  on  the  point. 

It  was  in  evidence  that  the  Admiralty  had  approved  of 
the  plans. 


Argumeni.         Mr.  Rolt,  Q.  C,  Mr.  BovM,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Fredmg,  for 
the  Plaintifife : — 

The  rights  of  the  Plaintifib  which  will  be  interfered  with 
by  the  new  piers  are  the  right  to  mooring  piles,  the  right  to 
the  campshed,  and  the  right  of  access  to  their  whar£ 

The  Conservancy  Act  gives  no  power  to  interfere  with 
these  rights.  The  59th  section  enables  them  to  erect  con- 
venient places,  piers,  or  landing  places,  causing  the  least 
obstruction  to  the  navigation.    The  62nd  section  requires 
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them,  whenever  they  shut  up  or  obstruct  any  public  stairs 
or  ]anding-places»  to  cause  some  equally  convenient  free 
public  stairs  or  landing-place  to  be  erected  in  their  stead. 

Then  the  179th  section  provides  that  nothing  in  the  Act 
shall  extend  to  take  away,  alter,  or  abridge  any  right, 
daim,  privilege,  franchise,  exemption,  or  immunity  of  any 
owner  or  occupier  of  any  river  side  lands^  or  to  take  away 
or  abridge  any  right  of  feny. 

The  questaonaiy  therefore,  are,  will  the  new  piers  obstruct 
the  navigation  f  Will  they  obstruct  the  free  stairs^  and,  if  so, 
is  any  equally  convenient  substitute  provided  ?  Will  they 
interfere  with  any  right  of  the  Flaintifis  comprised  within 
the  saving  clause?  Each  of  these  questions  must  be 
answered  in  the  afiSrmative.  There  is  a  mass  of  evidence^ 
showing  that  a  large  proportion  of  the  traffic  goes  through 
the  second  arch  of  Xo9u2o7i  Bridge,  that  being  preferred  to 
the  middle  arch  at  certain  times  in  consequence  of  the  set 
of  the  tide.  Traffic  to  the  Plaintiffi'  and  other  wharves, 
jaoreover,  goes  through  the  first  arch,  and  the  use  of  the  first 
arch  will  be  entirely  impracticable,  and  that  of  the  second 
much  less  convenient  when  the  new  piers  are  built.  Therefore, 
the  navigation  is  obstructed  as  well  as  the  means  of  access  to 
the  Plaintifib'  wharf.  Again,  there  are  three— or,  if  the  side 
gangway  to  London  Bridge  Stavrs  is  abandoned,  two — 
public  stairs,  of  which  two-thirds  of  the  breadth  wiU  be  taken 
away,  and  the  approach  both  to  them  and  the  old  landing- 
place  will  be  greatly  obstructed*  This  will  not  be  ques- 
tioned ;  and  it  is  clear  that  no  equally  convenient  substituted 
stairs  are  provided.  A  steam-boat  pier  is  not  a  substitute 
for  stairs.  What  the  Act  requires  is  sometbiug  equally 
oonvenient  as  stairs,  and  this  is  not  attempted  to  be  given. 
Tou  cannot  set  ofif  the  convenience  of  one  class  against  the 
inconvenience  of  another,  and  say  that  though  not  equally 
convenient  to  persons  landing  from  boats,  the  new  piers 
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will  be  more  conyenient  to  pafisengers  by  steam-boats.  As 
to  the  old  landing-place,  there  is  no  doubt  it  was  used  as  a 
public  landing-place  for  passengers.  It  is  tnie^  there  is  a 
conflict  of  evidence  as  to  the  right  to  land  goods  there ; 
though  even  on  that  the  weight  of  evidence  is  with  us. 
It  is  no  answer  to  say,  that  the  landing-place  is  less  used 
than  formerly.  It  is  used  by  the  public ;  it  is  obstructed, 
and  no  substitute  is  provided.  These  are  the  grounds  on 
which  the  information  rests  on  behalf  of  the  public. 

As  to  the  Flaintifis'  private  rights  the  case  is  equally  clear. 

The  right  of  access  to  their  wharf  is  clearly  a  private 
right,  distinct  from  the  public  right  of  navigating  the  river. 
Their  right  to  the  mooring  piles  and  the  campshed,  resting 
on  licenses  granted  by  the  then  Conservators,  are  also  pri- 
vate rights,  and  all  these  are  saved  by  the  179th  section. 

In  Reams  v.  The  OordwatTiera*  Compcmy  (a),  the  effect 
of  this  saving  clause  was  considered  ;  but  there  the  erection 
complained  of  did  not  directly  interfere  with  the  access  to 
the  adjoining  wharf,  and  all  that  the  case  decided  was,  that 
as  a  matter  of  &ct  the  private  right  was  not  interfered 
with ;  but  it  was  intimated  by  Mr.  Justice  Crowder  that 
the  saving  clause  was  intended  to  apply  to  erections  under 
the  59th  section. 

Rose  V.  Groves  (b)  is  a  distinct  authority  that  the  right 
of  access  to  premises  on  the  banks  of  a  navigable  river  is  a 
private  right  Leggina  v.  Inge  (c),  shows  that  the  licences 
under  which  we  have  erected  the  campshed  and  piles  are 
not  revocable;  and  it  is  clear  that  the  proper  remedy  is  by 
injunction  in  this  Court :  SoUau  v.  De  Held  (d). 

If  this  interference  with  our  rights  is  allowed,  there  is 
nothing  to  prevent  the  Conservators  from  shutting  up  some 


(a)  6  C.  B.,  N.  P.,  888. 

(b)  5  Man.  k  G.  613. 


(c)  7  Bing.  682. 

(rf)  2  Sim.,  N.  S.,  138. 
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of  the  moet  important  docks   altogether.     Even   if  the        1862. 
right  of  approaching  our  own  wharf  is  supposed  to  be  not      att-Gbit! 

a  private  right,  bat  a  part  of  the  public  right  of  navigation,  ^^  ^' 

it  is  nevertheless  saved  by  the  179th  section,  because  the  tobb  of  thb 
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purport  of  that  clause  is  to  prevent  any  private  injury;  and 
an  act  causing  particular  damage  to  an  individual  by  the 
violation  of  a  right  which  he  enjoys  in  common  with  the 
rest  of  the  public  is  a  private  injury,  for  which  an  action 
wiU  lie.  But  for  the  Act  the  building  of  the  pier  would 
be  an  indictable  nuisance,  like  setting  up  telegraph  poles  or 
laying  down  tramways  in  a  street ;  and  the  Conservators  have 
no  defence  except  what  the  words  of  the  Act  give  them : 
Mayor  of  Norwich  v.  Norfolk  Ba/ilway  Company  (a). 

It  is  also  to  be  observed,  that,  whatever  damage  they  do> 
the  Conservators  are  not  bound  to  make  compensation. 
The  Lands  Clauses  Act  is  partially  incorporated,  but  not  so 
as  to  introduce  the  compensation  clauses. 


ArgwnotU 


The  three  other  bills  were  also  opened,  two  of  them  by  the 
same  counsel,  and  the  last  by  Mr.  EoU  and  Mr.  Boyle.  The 
allegations  were  of  the  same  character  as  in  the  bill  by  the 
Fishmongers'  Company.  The  following  additional  cases 
were  cited :  Attomey-Oeneral  v.  Eastern  Counties  RaH- 
icay  Compam^y  (6),  London  amd  BlachwaXL  Raihvay  Cowr 
pany  v.  Lvmehovse  Board  of  Works  (c),  R.  v.  Taunton  (d). 
River  Dun  Company  v.  North  MidUmd  Railtuay  Comr 
pcmy  (e)f  Lister  v.  Lobley  (/). 


Sir  H.   Cairns,   Q.C.,  Mr.  Oiffa/rd,  Q.  C,  and   Mr, 
Cotton,  for  the  Conservators : — 

The  great  mass  of  the  evidence  adduced  by  the  Plain- 

(a)  24  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  105.  (d)  3  Maule  &  S.  465. 

(b)  2  BaHw.  Cm.  823.  («)  1  Railw.  Gas.  135. 
(e)  3  K.  &  J.  123.  (/)  7  Ad.  &  £.  123. 
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ti£b  IB  wholly  beside  the  qnestion.    Even  if  it  be  tnie^ 
(which  we  think  is  disproved),  that  the  proposed  piers  are 
not  the  most  convenient  possible,  it  is  clear  that  the  59th 
section  makes  the  judgment  of  the  Conservators  absolutely 
conclusive  on  the  point    Bead  by  the  analogy  of  the  67th 
section  the  discretion  extends  to  the  convenience  of  the 
place  selected,  as  well  as  to  the  form  and  construction  of  the 
piers;  and  it  would  be  absurd  to  suppose,  that,  in  giving 
these  large  powers  to  the  Conservators,  checked  by  the 
supervision  of  the  Admiralty,  the  Legislature  meant  to  leave 
the  one  point,  as  to  the  choice  of  locality,  to  the  judgment 
of  a  court  of  law.    At  any  rate  complaints  founded  on  the 
mode  q£  construction  or  the  length  and  form  of  the  piers 
have  nothing  to  do  with  convenience  of  locality,  and  are  in 
£3.ct  complaints  that  the  Conservators  and  the  Admiralty 
have  not  well  exercised  the  unfettered  discretion  which  is 
given  to  them.    The  Conservators  (subject  to  the  consent 
of  the  Admiralty)  are  empowered  to  erect  at  any  convenient 
place  such  piers  as  they  shall  deem  most  advantageous  to 
the  public,  and  causing  the  least  obstruction.   The  proposed 
piers  are,  in  their  judgment,  in  a  convenient  place,  and  are 
the  most  advantageous,  and  will  cause  the  least  obstruc- 
tion possible    Beyood  that  you  cannot  go,  for  even  if  the 
convenience  of  the  place  be  said  not  to  be  left  to  the 
discretion  of  the  Conservators,  it    is  not  the  most  con- 
venient place,  or  a   place  free  from   any  inconvenience, 
but  any  convenient  place ;  and  it  is  enough  to  say  that  the 
word  **  place  "  obviously  refers  not  to  the  precise  ground 
covered  by  the  pier,  but  to  its  general  position ;  and  no  one 
doubts  that  considerable  convenience  would  attend  the 
erection  of  piers  of  some  sort  at  Old  Swan   and   All 
HaUowa  Stairs.    So  far,  therefore,  as  the  case  proceeds 
upon  the  supposed  non-compliance  with  the  59th  section, 
there  is  nothing  for  us  to  meet. 


It  is  said,  that,  if  the  Conservators  have  the  power  they 
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daim,  they  might  do  a  great  amount  of  public  and  private 
injury.  No  doubt  they  might ;  but  the  answer  is,  that  they 
are  a  public  body,  in  whose  discretion  the  l^slature  has 
thought  fit  to  trust.  The  Court  always  assumes,  that,  on 
questions  of  convenience  or  necessity,  a  public  body  like  the 
CoxiaarvatorB  will  decide  rightly,  and  refuses  to  interfere  on 
a  question  of  expediency  where  no  mala  fides  is  proved. 

Then,  as  to  the  Stairs,  we  admit  that  we  are  bound  by 
the  62nd  section  to  provide  equally  convenient  substitutes; 
bat  that  is  not  until  after  we  have  obstructed  the  present 
stairs;  and  it  is  premature  to  raise  this  question.  The 
clause  is  not  framed  like  the  corresponding  clause  in  the 
Railways  Clauses  Act  (a).  There  the  making  of  the  new  road 
18  a  preliminary  duty  before  interference  with  the  old  one. 
Here  the  provision  of  equally  convenient  stairs  is  a  subse- 
quent duty,  which  will  not  authorise  the  Court  to  grant 
a  preliminary  injunction.  Upon  the  public  ground,  there- 
fore, no  serious  case  is  made  out  for  the  information. 

As  to  the  private  wrong  complained  of,  it  is  clear  that  the 
bill  will  not  lie^  unless  it  can  be  shown  that  the  case  pre- 
sented comes  within  the  saving  of  the  179th  section. 

We  may  pass  over  the  alleged  interference  with  the 
campshed  and  mooring  piles.  As  to  the  campshed,  we 
have  no  intention  of  touching  it ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  to 
aigue^  what  is  otherwise  plain  enough,  that  the  Corporation 
of  Lcmdon  could  not  have  granted,  and  did  not  profess  to 
grants  anything  more  than  a  revocable  license — revocable 
by  them  while  acting  as  Conservators,  and  therefore  also  by 
the  present  Conservators,  who  have  succeeded  to  the  rights 
of  the  Corporation,  and  have  large  additional  powers. 

As  to  the  piles*  the  same  answer  applies,  though  it  is 
very  possible,  that*  when  our  pier  is  ready,  we  shall  require 
the  Plaintiffii  to  remove  theirs;  at  present*  however,  we 
(a)  Railways  Clauses  CoDsolidation  Act,  1845,  s.  53. 

VOL.  I.  C 
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have  not  called  upon  them  to  do  so ;  and  when  we  do,  they 
may,  if  they  are  bold  enough,  attempt  to  set  up  their 
licence  against  us.  All  the  mooring  rights  they  can  have 
as  wharf-owners  are  to  moor  vessels  for  a  reasonable  time,  for 
the  purpose  bf  loading,  unloading,  and  the  like.  They  have 
no  right  to  obstruct  the  river  with  permanent  dummies. 

What  then  are  the  rights  which  a  riparian  owner  can 
possibly  have  on  the  shores  of  a  navigable  river  ?  He  may, 
no  doubt»  acquire  by  grant  or  prescription  rights  of  this 
character : — 1.  To  discharge  a  stream  or  sewer  into  the 
river.  2.  Frailbhise  of  wreck.  S.  A  several  fishery.  4. 
Mill  rights,  5.  Bight  to  the  foreshore,  or  to  have  a  creek 
into  his  land.  6.  Bight  to  be  exempt  from  a  general  toll. 
I  know  of  no  other  rights  than  such  as  these  which  can 
be  appurtenant  to  the  ownership  of  river-side  property. 
It  is  to  these  rights  that  the  179th  section  is  pointed ; 
and  any  rights  of  this  description  which  the  Plaintifib  can 
prove  are  no  doubt  saved.  That  this  is  the  scope  of  the 
clause,  is  confirmed  by  the  separate  saving  of  the  right 
of  ferry,  which  can  only  be  claimed  in  respect  of  the  owner- 
ship of  the  termini.  If  all  rights  (including  the  right  of 
approach  to  their  wharf)  were  saved  by  the  general  words 
of  the  clause,  there  would  have  been  no  need  to  add  a 
special  saving  of  the  right  of  ferry.  Ferry  rights  are, 
in  fact,  not  water  rights  at  all,  but  are  only  in  respect 
of  the  landing  place(a).  What  was  meant  was,  to  save  all 
rights  of  property  in  the  wharves  as  distinguished  from 
rights  of  navigation,  which  are  enjoyed  by  the  wharf- 
owners  in  common  with  the  public,  and  are  nothing  but 
public  rights.  The  sort  of  cases  to  which  the  saving 
clause  may  apply,  are  those  suggested  by  the  93rd,  98th, 
99th,  165th,  and  168th  sections — interference  with  the 
banks,  and  removal  of  obstructions  on  the  shore.  In  these 
matters,  the  privileges  prescriptively  acquired  by  the  owners 
in  respect  of  their  own  soil  are  to  be  respected. 

(a)  13  Vin.  Ab.  208,  tit.  Ferry. 
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The  right  on  which  the  Defendants  insist  is  what  they  call 
the  right  of  access  to  their  wharves*  This  is  only  the  right  of 
navigating  the  river  in  the  neighbourhood  of  their  wharves^ 
and  is  a  mere  part  of  the  public  right  imtil  the  barge  is 
actually  brought  alongside,  where  the  right  of  loading  and 
unloading  is  no  doubt  a  private  right ;  but  that  is  one  with 
which  our  pier  will  in  no  way  interfere.     If  this  were 
a  private  rights  the  consequence  would  be,  that  the  whole 
river  would  be  lined  and  fenced  with  private  rights,  and 
the  powers  of  the  Act  would  be  wholly  nugatory.    But  it  is 
no  more  a  private  right  of  the  Plaintiffi  to  approach  their 
wharf  from  LoTidon  Bridge  than  to  approach  it  from 
Bichmiond;  and  any  obstruction  to  the  navigation  between 
London  and  Richmond  would  be  as  much  an  interference 
with  their  private   right,  as  an  obstruction  within  a  few 
yards  of  their  wharf.    In  both  cases,  it  is  the  public  right 
of  navigation  and  that  only  which  is  interfered  with.  Being 
a  public  right,  this  is  clearly  within  the  powers  given  to  in- 
terfere with  the  public  rights  at  the  discretion  of  the  Conser- 
vators.    It  is  exactly  analogous  to  the  right  of  a  landowner 
to  use  a  highway  in  approaching  his  own  house,  or  that  of 
a  sea-side  proprietor  to  navigate  the  sea  up  to  his  own  part 
of  the  shore.    All  these  are  public  rights  which  belong  to 
all,  and  are  not  acquired  by  private  user.   If  I  approach  my 
gate  from  a  highway,  the  only  right  of  access  I  have 
exereised  is  that  of  passing  and  repassing  along  the  high- 
way, which  is  the  privilege  of  the  whole  publia 
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The  authorities  show  that  the  right  of  access  is  not 
a  private  right.  Roae  v.  Oroves,  which  was  relied  on,  does 
not  prove  the  contrary ;  and  the  judgment  of  WiUea,  J.,  in 
Kewms  v.  The  Cardwa/mere'  Company,  is  distinctly  in 
our  &vour.  So  also  the  same  principle  is  deducible  from 
R.  V.  Bristol  Dock  Company  (a),  WHJces  v.  Hunger- 


(a)  12  East,  429. 
C  2 
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ford  Market  Company  (a),  Bright  v.  WaUcer  (b),  Brown- 
low  V.  TomUnaon  (c),  Elwood  v.  BvUock  (d),  Hawkins  v. 
OaOiercole  (e),  Spencer  v.  London  and  Brighton  Railway 
Gonvpamy{f\  Caledonian  Railway  Company  v.  Ogilvy(g). 

It  is  true^  that  a  particular  injury  resulting  from  an 
interference  with  a  public  right  may  be  made  the  subject 
of  an  action,  and  this  is  all  that  any  of  the  cases  relied  on 
by  the  FIainti£&  show.  They  do  not  show  that  the  rights 
infringed  were  treated  by  the  Court  as  private  right& 

The  result  is,  that  if  the  Plalntifib  are  injured,  it  is 
by  an  interference  with  public  rights — ^that  interference 
being  expressly  sanctioned  by  the  Act,  and  being  exercised 
by  the  Commissioners  in  a  manner  which  they  in  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  them  have  found  to  be 
for  the  public  benefit. 

Mr.  BoU,  in  reply,  in  all  the  cases : — 

In  the  first  place,  I  take  issue  on  the  assertion  (for  it  is  no 
more)  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants,  that  the  right  of  access 
from  a  road  or  a  river  to  a  private  house  or  a  private  wharf 
is  a  public  right  I  say  that  such  a  right  of  access  is  dis- 
tinct from  the  public  right  of  using  the  road  or  river,  and 
is  essentially  a  private  right.  The  test  is  this :  Can  any 
one,  except  the  owner  of  the  house  or  wharf,  use  the  road  or 
the  river  for  the  purpose  of  access  to  the  house  or  wharf? 
Clearly  not  without  the  owner's  permission  ;  and  he  in  so 
using  the  highway  is  using  it  by  virtue  of  his  special 
private  right,  which  is  quite  distinct  from  the  common 
right  of  the  public. 

Suppose  the  level  of  a  road  were  altered,  so  as  to  improve 


(a)  2  Bing.  N.C.  281. 
(ft)lCr.M.&R.  211. 
(c)  1  M.  &  G.  484. 
(lO  6  Q.  B.  383. 


(e)  6  D.  M.  G.  1. 

if)  8  Sim.  193. 

(g)  2  M'Q.  Scotch  Cues,  229. 
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it  for  pablic  use,  but  at  the  same  time  to  make  the  access 
to  an  ancient  house  impracticable  ? — would  not  the  owner's 
private  right  be'infringed  ?  and  what  would  that  right  be  ex- 
cept the  right  of  access  analogous  to  that  which  is  infringed 
in  this  case  ? 

They  say.  Parliament  has  given  them  the  power  of 
obstructing  the  public  right  of  navigation ;  but  they  can't 
exercise  this  power^  if  by  so  doing  they  interfere  also  with 
my  private  right  of  access^  or  with  any  private  right  inci- 
dental to  the  public  right  This  is  expressly  enacted  by 
the  179th  section. 

The  legislature  preserves  the  incident,  even  where  it 
destroys  the  principal  right  to  which  it  is  annexed. 

[Yice-Ceulncellob. — How  do  you  describe  your  right? 
Is  it  a  right  of  landing,  or  a  right  to  have  the  whole  river 
dear  from  an  unlimited  distance  up  to  your  wharf?  In 
Roee  V.  Orovea  the  actual  landing  was  made  impossible.] 

Mr.  EcU. — ^What  we  claim  is,  the  right  of  access  to  our 
wharf.  We  have  a  right  to  turn  our  barges,  as  we  have 
been  accustomed  to  do,  from  the  second  arch  of  London 
Bridge  into  a  position  in  which  they  will  lie  alongside  our 
wharf  without  any  physical  obstruction. 

It  is  said,  that,  if  our  claim  succeeds,  there  may  be  so 
many  others  all  along  the  river  as  to  defeat  the  important 
public  objecU  of  the  Act ;  but  that  is  the  argument  which 
frdled  in  the  case  of  the  Birmingham  Board  of  Health : 
AUometf' General  v.  CoimcU  of  Borough  of  Birming- 
Jujmi(a),  If  the  Act  is  not  large  enough  to  effect  its  pur- 
pose, the  Court  can't  enlarge  it  at  the  expense  of  private 
rights 

Another  argument  was  this :  Certain  rights,  such  as  those 
(a)  4  K.  &  J.  528, 
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dealt  with  by  the  93rd,  98th«  and  other  ,3ections,  were 
pointed  out  as  appropriate  subjects  of  the  operation  of  the 
179th  section.  But  that  does  not  exclude  all  other  opera- 
tion, and  the  mention  of  ferry  rights  shows  that  water  rights 
were  not  excluded  from  the  saving,  for  this  is  a  water  rights 
and  the  special  mention  of  this  case  is  explained  by  the 
fisu^t^  that  it  was  not,  like  the  general  rights  before  saved^ 
an  owner's  rights  but  one  which  might  be  acquired  by  any- 
one :  Peter  v.  Kendal  (a). 

Then,  as  to  the  obstruction  of  the  stairs,  the  question  does 
not  turn  upon  whether  the  condition  of  providing  substi- 
tutes is  precedent  or  subsequent,  because  the  Defendants 
have  produced  their  plans,  and  they  contain  no  provision 
whatever  to  supply  equally  convenient  stairs.  The  inten- 
tion to  interrupt  the  use  of  ike  old  stairs  without  providing 
proper  substitutes,  is  proved,  and  in  fact  not  disputed  ;  and 
the  Attorney  Oeneral  has  therefore  a  right  to  an  injunc- 
tion on  this  ground,  the  more  so,  as  no  other  remedy  by 
mandamus  or  otherwise  is  available,  and  a  mandatory  order 
is  necessary,  as  in  Storer  v.  Cfreat  Western  MaUway  Oomr 
pcmy  (6). 


No9.  Z4th.     Vicb-Chancellor  Sm  W.  Page  Wood. 

Judgment.  Thcso  are  cases  of  considerable  interest  in  themselves,  and 
in  the  argument  of  which  questions  of  very  great  importance 
have  been  raised.  The  first  case,  that  of  the  Fiahnumgers* 
Company,  is  on  an  information  and  bill,  and  involves  the 
double  question,  whether  the  operations  of  the  Conservators 
are  an  infringement  of  the  rights  either  of  the  public  or  of 
the  Plaintifib  as  owners  of  river-side  property.  The  other 
three  cases  are  raised  only  by  bill,  and  relate  exclusively  to 
the  alleged  private  injury  to  the  PlaintifiBi,  the  wharfingers. 

(a)  6  B.  &  C.  703;  Saville,  11,  pi.  29.        (b)  2  Y.  &  C.  4S. 
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The  information  and  bill  in  the  case  of  Ths  Attorney 
General  y.  The  Oonservatora  is  framed  on  this  principle.  So 
£Etf  as  it  is  the  information  of  the  Attorney  General,  it  com- 
plains that  the  Conservators,  purporting  to  act  under  the  au- 
thority of  their  Act,  are  about  to  construct  two  piers,  which 
would  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  public  in  a  manner 
which  the  statute  does  not  authorise.  In  the  first  place,  it  is 
said  that  the  construction  of  these  piers  in  the  manner  pro- 
posed will  be  a  nuisance  and  impediment  to  the  navigation 
of  the  river,  such  as  the  Conservators  are  not  authorised  to 
create.  There  is  also  another  grievance,  of  which  the  AU 
tcrney  General  complains,  namely,  that  certain  public 
stairs  are  intended  to  be  obstructed  without  any  provision 
being  made,  as  required  by  the  statute^  to  replace  them. 
These  are  the  general  grounds  of  the  information,  with 
which  I  wiU  deal  first,  before  touching  upon  the  case  of 
private  injury,  which  is  set  up  by  the  Bill 

By  the  59th  section  of  the  Tha/mes  Conservancy  Act^ 
the  Conservators  are  authorised  "  from  time  to  time,  as  they 
shall  deem  necessary  for  the  convenience  of  the  public,  to 
erects  at  any  convenient  places,  ''piers  or  landing-places  of 
such  form  and  construction  as  they  shall  deem  most  advan- 
tageous to  the  public,  and  causing  the  least  obstruction  to 
the  navigation  of  the  river  Tha/mes.** 

In  order  to  ascertain  the  exact  scope  and  purpose  of  the 
powers  conferred  by  this  clause,  it  is  right  to  turn  to  the 
preamble  of  the  Act  That  recites  the  existence  of  liti- 
gation between  the  Corporation  of  London  and  the  Crown ; 
and  that  an  agreement  had  been  come  to  for  settling  the 
said  disputes,  by  the  withdrawal  on  the  part  of  the  Corpo- 
ration of  all  claim  to  the  bed  of  the  river,  and  by  other 
arrangements  therein  specified ;  and  goes  on  to  recite,  that 
the  pubUc  enjoyed  certain  rights  and  privileges  for  the 
navigation  and  use  of  the  river ;  that  encroachments  had 
been  made  on  the  shores,  which  it  was  desirable  to  remove ; 
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and  that,  in  consequence  of  the  great  increase  of  steam 
navigation,  it  had  become  necessary  to  provide  safe  and 
convenient  places  for  embarking  and  disembarking  steam- 
boat passengers;  and  that  for  these  beneficial  objects  it  was 
expedient  that  the  whole  regulation  of  the  river  ThaTnea 
should  be  under  one  uniform  management  and  supervision 
of  a  permanent  body  of  Conservators  having  all  powers  ne- 
cessary for  that  purpose;  and  that  all  the  powers  then  vested 
in  the  Corporation  should  be  transferred  to  the  Conservators 
to  be  appointed  by  the  Act  Then  the  Act  proceeds  to 
incorporate  the  Conservators,  the  intent  being  that  they 
should  have  power  to  remove  encroachments,  to  provide 
landing-places  for  steam  traffic,  and  generally  to  regulate 
the  navigation  and  use  of  the  river. 

Now  it  cannot  be  denied  that  any  pier  or  other  projec- 
tion into  a  navigable  river  is  a  nuisance.  Before  the  passing 
of  the  Thames  Conservancy  Act,  the  Corporation  ol  London 
had  nevertheless  taken  upon  themselves  to  grant  licenses 
to  wharf-owners  for  such  purposes  ;  of  which  it  is  enough  to 
say,  that  their  validity  had  been  strongly  questioned.  In 
AU.  Oen.  v.  Johnson  (a)  the  Defendants  justified  a  nuisance 
of  this  kind  by  virtue  of  a  licence  from  the  Corporation ; 
and  Lord  Eldon  said,  that  it  was  his  then  opinion  that  the 
Crown  had  not  the  right  to  use  its  title  to  the  soil  between 
high  and  low-water|mark  so  as  to  occasion  a  nuisance ;  that 
therefore  it  could  not  give  such  a  right  to  the  City,  nor 
could  the  City  transfer  it  to  any  other  person. 

I  have  thought  it  well  briefly  to  refer  to  this  point, 
because  it  was  suggested  in  the  argument  that  a  question 
might  be  raised  upon  it,  though  it  was  not  much  pressed. 
It  appears  to  me  to  be  the  better  view,  to  assume  that  the 
City  never  had  any^direct  power  to  grant  such  licences, 
and  that  the  proposed  piers  will  be  a  nuisance  (although 


(a)  2  Wilson,  Ch.  R.  87. 
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the  ConaerratorB  have  saoceeded  to  all  the  rights  of  the 
CorporationX  unless  the  scheme  comes  withiu  the  autho- 
zisation  contained  in  the  59th  section  of  the  statute. 

The  Conservators,  for  the  purpose  of  providing  landing- 
places  for  steam-boat  passengers,  are  proceeding  to  con- 
struct piers  which  run  out  beyond  low  water-mark,  termi- 
nating in  pontoons  which  support  stages^  parallel  to  the 
ahoie,  of  a  considerable  length.  There  is  no  doubt  that 
these  landing-places  will  be  very  convenient  for  the  steam- 
boats, but  at  the  same  time  they  will  clearly  be  to  some 
extent  prejudicial  to  other  traffic.  That  is  in  a  manner 
denied,  but  I  think  it  is  beyond  all  doubt  that  some  incon- 
venience will  be  occasioned ;  and  the  first  question  is,  whether 
ihis  can  be  justified  by  the  59th  section. 

It  is  clearly  impossible  to  cany  the  power  of  the  Act  into 
operation  without  causing  some  inconvenience  to  some  part 
of  the  river  traffic ;  but  it  is  contended,  that,  having  regard 
to  the  general  convenience  of  the  whole  public,  these  piers 
cannot  be  said  to  be  "erected  at  convenient  places,^'  and 
that  the  directions  of  the  59th  section  have  been  disre- 
garded. It  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  objection  must  be 
based  entirely  on  the  direction  that  the  piers  are  to  be  "at 
any  convenient  places ;"  for,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the 
Admiralty,. which  is  required  by  the  I05th  section,  and  has 
been  given  to  these  plans,  the  form  and  construction  of 
the  piers  are  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  Conservators. 
They  are  to  be  such  as  the  Conservators  ''  shall  deem''  most 
advantageous,  and  causing  the  least  obstruction.  That 
goes  a  long  way  towards  determining  the  question  which  I 
am  now  considering,  because  it  is  conceded  that  landing- 
places  are  required,  and  the  form  which  they  are  to  take  is 
left,  as  I  have  said,  to  the  discretion  of  the  Conservators^ 
subject  to  the  consent  of  the  Admiralty.  Mr.  Boyle,  indeed, 
suggested  that  the  69th  section  did  not  authorise  floating 
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piers,  but  tilie  interpretation  clause  defines  ^*  pier '"  to  include 
a  floating  pier.  It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  floating  piers  may 
be  constructed  under  the  69th  section,  projecting  into  the 
riyer  in  a  manner  which,  but  for  that  clause,  would  be  a 
nuisance.  The  mere  tad,  therefore,  that  these  piers  project 
into  the  stream  is  not  a  legitimate  subject  of  complamt^ 
although  that  projection  is  so  far  ''not  convenient '^  as  to 
amount  in  its  nature  to  a  nuisance.  This  cannot  be  the 
sense  in  which  the  Act  uses  the  term  "  any  convenient  place.'' 


But  it  is  said  that  in  another  sense  the  proposed  piers  are 
not  in  convenient  places^  because  they  are  so  close  together 
as  to  occasion  needless  inconvenience  to  the  navigation. 
Assuming  for  the  moment  that  some  additional  inconveni- 
ence is  caused  by  this  arrangement,  I  must  say  that  I  cannot 
read  in  this  clause  any  intention  to  leave  it  to  this  Oourt^  or 
to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  a  mandamus^  to  determine 
what  plans  would  be  convenient  for  the  purposa  It  would 
be  a  forced  and  narrow  construction  of  the  Act  to  say,  that^ 
while  the  form  and  construction  of  piers  are  left  to  the  Con- 
servators^  this  Court  is  made  the  judge  of  the  convenience 
or  inconvenience  of  the  particular  spot  selected  as  the  site 
of  a  pier.  The  words  "  m  any  convenient  place  "  appear  to 
be  thrown  in  as  pointing  out  that  the  general  convenience  of 
the  public  is  to  be  regarded ;  and  this  certainly  is  done,  so 
far  as  steam-boat  passengers  are  concerned^  though  other 
portions  of  the  public  may  suffer  some  inconvenienca  But 
there  is  nothing  to  satisfy  me,  that  the  inconvenience  is  of 
such  a  character  as  would  justify  the  intervention  of  this 
Court,  even  if  it  had  jurisdiction,  which  I  do  not  think  that 
it  has.  The  legidature  having  entrusted  this  body  of  Con- 
servators with  the  execution  of  works  referred  to  in  the 
Act,  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  Admiralty,  and  given 
them  large  powers  for  the  purpose,  it  would  be  a  very 
narrow  construction  to  hold  that  it  was  left  to  this  or  any 
Court  to  determine    the  precise  locality  where   a  pier 
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fibonld  be  placed,  unless  perhaps  in  a  case  where  it  was  1862. 

proposed  to  pnt  a  pier  in  a  place  where  it  would  be  abso-  Arr^Gmr. 

lutdy  nsdesa    Even  in  that  case  I  should  doubt  whether  coirmrA- 

the  legislature  must  not  be  taken  to  have  trusted  to  the  ^^  <>'  ^b> 

Conservators  not  to  do  anything  so  absurd  as  this  would  be ;  Thames. 

but,  at  any  rate,  I  am  satisfied  that  nothing  short  of  such  rnl^mmt 
an  absurdity  as  I  have  supposed  could  justify  the  interfe- 
rence of  this  or  any  other  Court 

Another  ground  of  complaint  on  behalf  of  the  public 
was  urged,  which  is  entirely  distinct  from  the  alleged 
inconvenience  of  the  proposed  piers.  It  is  based  upon 
the  provisions  of  the  62nd  section^  which  directs, 
that  whenever  the  Conservators  shall  obstruct  the 
free  use  of  any  existing  public  stairs  or  landing-places 
marked  by  the  WaUrrnen's  Company,  they  shall  cause 
some  equally  convenient  free  public  stairs  or  landing-place 
to  be  erected  or  provided  in  place  of  that  the  free  use  of 
which  may  be  in  any  manner  obstructed.  The  argument 
founded  on  this  section  must  be  limited  to  the  Old  Swam, 
and  AUhaUofoa  SUdra,  because  the  other  ancient  landing- 
place  referred  to  was  not  marked  by  the  Waterrnen^s  Com- 
pany, and  is  not  within  the  clause.  It  i%  therefore^ 
unnecessaiy  to  discuss  the  question  whether  the  terms 
landing-places  and  stairs  are  used  in  the  Act  to  signify  the 
same  or  difBsrent  things,  because  what  we  have  to  deal  with 
at  Old  Swan  and  AUhallowa  are  simply  sturs,  and  to  these 
the  section  distinctly  appliea  It  is  not  quite  clear  in  the 
evidence  what  is  intended  to  be  done  with  the  Old  Swam, 
Stairs,  But  there  is  no  dispute  that  AUhaUowa  Stadra  are 
to  be  removed ;  and  it  is  obvious  that  the  substitution  of 
steeper  and  narrower  steps,  as  the  plans  seem  to  contem- 
plate, would  not  be  a  provision  of  equally  convenient  staira 
It  is  said,  indeed,  that  the  landing-place  on  the  pier  itself 
would  be  as  convenient  as  the  old  stairs.  But,  apart  from 
the  tact  that  it  cannot  be  equally  convenient  to  land  goods 
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at  floating  piers  as  at  the  old  stain,  this  is  not  what  the  legis- 
lature meant  in  directing,  that  some  equally  convenient  free 
public  stairs  or  landing-place  shall  be  substituted  for  any 
public  stairs  or  landing-place  which  may  be  obstructed 

But  the  question  of  law  which  arises  upon  the  62nd 
clause  is  this, — ^whether  it  is  not  competent  for  the  Conser- 
vators to  remove  the  old  stairs  before  providing  the  equally 
convenient  substitutes  which  the  Act  requires.    On  this 
view,  there  would  be  no  ill^^ality  in  the  removal  of  the  old 
stairs,  though  by  doing  so  the  Conservators  would  subject 
themselves  to  the  obligation  of  providing  an  equally  conve- 
nient substitute  at  a  future  tima     K  they  neglected  to 
perform  this  duty  the  remedy  would  be  by  a  mandamus  in 
the  Queen's  Bench,  when  the  proper  time  arrived ;  but  in 
the  meantime  this  Court  would  have  no  jurisdiction  to 
interfere  by  a  preliminary  injunction.     In  support  of  this 
contention,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  there  is  a  marked  con- 
trast between  the  language  of  this  Act  and  that  of  the 
Railway  Acts,  which  prohibit  the  removal  of  a  road  until 
after  a  substituted  road  shall  have  been  provided.    The 
statute  now  under  6onsideration  appears  to  contemplate 
something  being  done  after  the  removal  of  any  public 
stairs^  and,  as  a  consequence,  casts  upon  the  Conservators  a 
corresponding  duty.     Indeed,  it  was  contended  by  Sir 
Hugh  Oaima  that  the  directions  of  the  Act  could  not,  on 
any  other  construction,  be  followed  in  any  case  where  the 
substituted  stairs  were  intended  to  occupy  the  same  site  as 
those  which  it  mi^ht  be  necessaiy  to  remova    It  would  be 
impossible,  in  such  a  case,  to  avoid  a  temporary  obstruction 
to  the  old  stairs  while  the  work  was  going  on.    I  was  not 
much  impressed  with  this  argument,  because  it  may  be 
assumed  to  be  always  possible  to  erect  public  stairs  on  some 
neighbouring  site ;  and  in  every  case  where  the  Conser- 
vators might  wish  to  occupy  with  a  new  pier  the  site  of  any 
old  stairs,  they  might  be  supposed  to  have  ascertained,  in 
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the  firat  instance^  that  it  was  practicable  to  erect  equally 
convenient  stairs  in  the  vicinity.  But  the  only  question 
for  me  is,  whether  the  apparent  want  of  any  such  provision 
in  the  plans  which  have  been  prepared  is  sufficient  to 
justify  this  Court  in  interfering  by  injunction ;  and  having 
regard  to  the  manner  in  which  the  clause  is  framed,  so 
entirely  different  from  the  corresponding  provisions  of  the 
Bailways  Gauses  Act,  I  think  the  condition  must  be  read 
as  a  condition  subsequent,  to  be  performed  after  the  removal 
of  the  old  stairs  under  the  powers  conferred  by  the  statute. 
The  case  of  Button  v.  London  and  South  Western  Rail- 
vxiy  Company  (a)  affords  a  nearer  analogy  than  the 
obstruction  of  roads  under  the  provisions  of  the  Railways 
Clauses  Act  Mr.  BoU  took  this  distinction,  that,  in  Button's 
ease,  and  in  Lister  v.  Lcbley  (i),  on  which  Vice-Chancellor 
ITi^rom  relied,  it  was  impracticable  to  ascertain  the  com- 
pensation before  commencing  the  works ;  whereas  here,  the 
test  of  equal  convenience  could  be  applied  to  the  substi- 
tuted stairs  before  the  old  stairs  were  touched  :  but  the 
answer  to  all  such  aigtunents  is,  that  here  the  legislature 
has  not  thought  fit  to  impose  a  condition  precedent ;  and  I 
am  not  authorised  to  interfere,  although  it  may  be  a  matter 
of  doubt  whether  the  Conservators  will  perform  the  duty, 
which  will  &11  upon  them  in  consequence  of  the  execution 
of  the  works  which  they  contemplate.  It  is  insisted,  that 
the  Conservators  evidently  do  not  intend  to  do  what  the 
Act  requires  of  them,  because  they  have  contended  that 
their  plans  as  they  stand  will  afford  all  the  convenience 
which  is  derived  firom  the  existing  stairs.  I  have  already 
expressed  my  opinion  that  that  would  not  be  so ;  but  I  do 
not  think  that  this  would  justify  me  in  granting  a  manda- 
tory injunction,  unless  it  were  plainly  made  out  that  it  was 
impossible  to  obtain  relief  by  mandamus  or  any  other  shape. 
In  Storer  v.  Oreat  Western  Railway  Gompamy,  there  was 
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no  possibility  of  getting  the  bridge  made  unless  by  means 
of  a  mandatory  injimction^  because  the  work  had  to  be 
done  on  the  land  of  the  Defendants ;  and  under  these  cir- 
cumstances the  Court  considered  itself  justified  in  making 
the  mandatory  order. 

On  both  of  the  grounds,  therefore,  which  were  urged,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  Information  fiskils. 

The  question  upon  the  Bill  was  very  ingeniously  argued 
on  both  sides^  and  turned  upon  the  position  in  which  the 
Flaintiffi  were  placed  by  the  saving  contained  in  the  179th 
section.  The  Act  contains  a  number  of  special  savings  in 
&vour  of  particular  persons  and  corporations^  and  con- 
cludes with  this  general  saving  dause :  ''  None  of  the 
powers  by  this  Act  conferred,  or  anything  in  this  Act 
contained^  shall  extend  to  take  away,  alter,  or  abridge  any 
right,  claim,  privilege,  franchise,  exemption,  or  immunity, 
to  which  any  owner  or  occupier  of  any  lands,  tenements, 
or  hereditaments  on  the  banks  of  the  river,  including  the 
banks  thereof  or  of  any  aits  or  islands  in  the  river,  are 
now  by  law  entitled,  nor  to  take  away  or  abridge  any  l^gal 
right  of  ferzy,  but  the  same  shall  remain  and  continue  in 
fuU  force  and  effect  as  if  this  Act  had  never  been  made.'' 

In  construing  this  section,  it  is  necessary  to  approach  the 
question  with  the  knowledge  of  the  purpose  for  which  the 
Act  was  passed.  That  purpose  was  to  enable  the  Con- 
servators to  erect  piers,  which  would  necessarily  have  been 
nuisances  at  law,  unless  authorised  by  the  Act.  That 
being  so,  those  persons  who  occupy  the  banks  of  the  river, 
and  have  the  most  firequent  occasion  to  navigate  it,  must 
be  specially  inconvenienced ;  and  to  say  that  the  Act 
intended  to  prohibit  any  obstruction  to  the  river,  of  which, 
independently  of  the  Act,  any  of  the  river-side  owners 
could  have  complained,  would  be  to  say,  that  the  statute 
should  have  no  operation  at  all.    If  the  Act  had  saved  every 
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light  whidi  the  owners  of  river-  side  property  previously  poe-  186S. 

aesBed,  nothing  could  be  done  under  it^  because  every  one  Azt-Gbv. 

who  could  show  particular  damage  to  himself  would  have  consskya- 

a  right  of  action  in  respect  of  an  infringement  even  of  a  »o^  of  th» 

public  right,  as  being  a  person  specially  injured ;  and  there  Thaxsb. 

could  scarcely  be  any  interference  with  the  general  right  of  M^^t 
navigation^  which  would  not  cause  special  damage  to  some 
of  the  riparian  proprietors.    Such  an  interpretation  of  the 
statute  would  neither  be  proper  nor  rational. 

On  the  other  hand,  the  Defendants  put  their  case  £eu: 
too  high.  They  say,  that^  if  in  the  execution  of  their  works 
they  should  altogether  block  up  the  passage  of  the  river, 
and  prevent  the  possibility  of  access  to  the  Flaintiffl' 
wharC  the  Fishrrumgere*  Company  would  have  no  right 
under  the  saving  clause^  because  the.  injury  they  would 
suffer  would  be  part  only  of  the  general  nui^^uce  which 
the  Conservators  are  authorised  to  inflict  on  the  public  in 
the  execution  of  their  powers.  They  contend  that  such 
damage,  however  serious,  would  not  be  within  the  pur- 
view of  the  saving  clause. 

Now,  I  apprehend  that  the  right  of  the  owner  of  a 
private  wharf,  or  of  road-side  property,  to  have  access 
thereto,  is  a  totally  different  right  from  the  public  right  of 
passing  and  repassing  along  the  highway  or  the  river.  The 
existence  of  such  a  private  right  of  access  was  recognised 
in  i2as^  v.  Oroves  (a).  As  I  understand  the  judgment  in 
that  case,  it  went  not  upon  Offi  ground  of  public  nuisance, 
accompanied  by  particular  damage  to  the  Plaintiff,  but 
upon  the  principle  that  a  private  right  of  the  Plaintiff  had 
been  interfered  with.  The  Plaintiff,  an  innkeeper  on  the 
banks  of  a  navigable  river,  complained  that  the  access  of 
the  public  to  his  house  was  obstructed  by  timber  which  the 
Defendant  had  placed  in  the  river;  and  it  would  be  the 

(a)  ^  M.  &  Gr.  613. 
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1862.        height  of  absurdity  to  say,  that  a  private  right  is  not 

Att-Gbn.      interfered  with,  when  a  map  who  has  been  accustomed  to 

C0K8BBTA-     ®^^r  ^^  house  from  a  highway  finds  his  doorway  made 

TOBs  OF  THB   impassablo,  so  that  he  no  longer  has  access  to  his  house 

Thambs.      from  the  public  highway.    This  would  equally  be  a  private 

Judgmeni.      injury  to  him,  whether  the  right  of  the  public  to  pass  and 

repass  along  the  highway  were  or  were  not  at  the  same 

time  interfered  with.    In  Ease  v.  Oraoea,  Chief-Justice 

Tindal  put  the  case  distinctly  upon  the  footing  of  an 

infringement  of  a  private  right.    He  says : — ^^  A  private 

right  is  set  up  on  the  part  of  the  Plainti£^  and  to  that 

he  complains  that  an  injury  has  been  done;''  and  then, 

after  stating  the  tads,  adds,  "  it  appears  to  me^  therefore, 

that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  complaining  of  any  public  injury." 

The  case  of  Reams  v.  The  GordAaamere'  Company  (a), 
did  not  determine  anything  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
extreme  view  insisted  on  by  the  Defendants.  It  was  a 
question  upon  the  award  of  arbitrators,  who  directed  certain 
steps  to  be  taken,  which  it  was  alleged  would  create  a 
nuisance ;  and  the  effect  of  the  judgment  was,  that  there 
would  be  no  nuisance.  And  it  is  dear  that  there  was 
nothing  before  the  Court  to  show  that  the  adjoining 
wharves  would  be  entirely  closed.  K  it  had  been  so,  the 
case  would  have  been  like  Rose  v.  Orovea. 

Independently  of  the  authorities,  it  appears  to  me  quite 
dear,  that  the  right  of  a  man  to  step  from  his  own  land  on 
to  a  highway  is  somethiug  quite  different  from  the  public 
right  of  using  the  highway.  The  public  have  no  right  to 
step  on  to  the  land  of  a  private  proprietor  adjoining  the 
road.  And  though  it  is  easy  to  suggest  metaphysical  diffi- 
culties when  an  attempt  is  made  to  define  the  private  as 
distinguished  from  the  public  right,  or  to  explain  how  the 
one  could  be  infringed  without  at  the  same  time  inter- 

(a)6C.  B.,N.  S.,  38S. 
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fering  with  the  other,  this  does  not  alter  the  character  of 
the  right.  In  Rose  v.  Groves,  one  way  of  meeting  such 
difSculties  is  suggested  by  the  supposition  of  an  obstruc  • 
tion  being  placed  in  a  part  of  the  river  which  was  not 
navigable.  It  is  not  necessary,  however,  to  do  more  than 
allude  to  tliis  contention  to  make  my  view  intelligible. 
In  tauct,  the  case  does  not  raise  any  such  extreme  question- 
Hie  FidiTnongers'  Company  say,  that  they  have  a  right 
to  this  wharf,  coupled  with  a  right  of  access  to  the  river ; 
and  I  agree,  that  if  this  access  were  taken  away,  they 
would  be  within  the  provisions  of  the  1 7  9th  section,  and 
would  be  entitled  to  an  injunction.  But»  in  truth,  the 
access  is  not  blocked  up.  The  wharf  will  not  be  as  readily 
and  easily  approached,  and  perhaps  not  at  all  by  the  same 
route ;  but  that  is  a  mere  interruption  to  the  navigation  of 
the  river  which  they  enjoy  in  common  with  the  public,  and 
not  as  part  of  their  special  right  of  access.  Persons  who 
frequent  either  this  or  any  other  wharf  will  be  impeded,  to 
a  certain  extent,  in  the  navigation  of  the  river ;  but  that  is 
an  injuiy  to  the  general  right  of  navigation.  It  amounts 
only  to  this,  that  the  Flaintifib'  goods  will  have  to  take  a 
longer  and  less  convenient  course  in  coming  up  to  their 
wharf;  an  inconvenience  the  same  in  kind,  though  not  in 
d^ree,  as  that  which  the  rest  of  the  public  will  be  exposed  to. 
The  right  interfered  with  is  not  the  private  right  of  access, 
which  still  remains,  but  the  right  of  approaching  from  a 
distance,  which  forms  part  of  the  public  right  of  navigation. 


Judgmenl 


That  view  brings  the  case  within  the  class  of  authorities 
referred  to  in  Keama  v.  The  Cordwainera*  Company,  and 
does  not  in  any  way  militate  against  the  judgment  in  Rose 
V.  Oraves,  where  the  private  right  of  access  was  distinctly 
interfered  with. 


The  same  considerations  apply  to  the  case  made  with 
respect  to  the  campshed,  assuming  this  right  to  have  a 

VOL.  L  D 
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legal  eziBience.  There  is  do  interference  beyond  this,  that 
the  navigation  will  be  impeded  ;  and  this  is  not  a  disturb- 
ance of  the  private  but  of  the  public  right 

The  other  Bills,  of  Thornton  and  of  the  City  Brewery 
Compcmy,  stand  in  much  the  same  position  as  that  of  the 
Fishmongers'  Company.  The  only  distinction  is  thi^, 
that  Thornton  alleges  that  he  was  in  the  habit  of  using  the 
Old  Swan  Stairs;  and  the  City  Brewery  Compomy  say,  in 
like  manner,  that  they  were  accustomed  to  make  use  of 
AUhallows  Stairs.  These  rights,  it  is  said,  will  be  inter- 
fered with ;  but  having  held,  that  the  Attomey-OeneraZ  on 
behalf  of  the  public  is  not  entitled  to  restrain  the  proposed 
interference  with  the  public  stairs,  I  must,  for  the  same 
reasons,  refuse  to  interfere  on  behalf  of  private  wharf- 
owners.  The  case  of  the  Clothworkers'  Compwny  is  perhaps 
the  strongest  of  all  as  to  the  extent  of  the  interference ;  but 
it  is  not  attempted  to  be  put  so  high  as  to  say  that  the 
access  is  entirely  taken  away,  nor  does  it  appear  that  goods 
may  not  be  landed  as  readily  as  heretofora  The  only  injury 
is,  that  the  river  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  wharf  cannot 
be  navigated  as  conveniently  as  before.  But  I  think  that  that 
is  a  distinct  right  from  the  private  right  of  access  ;  and  by 
so  holding,  I  am  able  to  reconcile  the  valuable  decision  in 
Rose  V.  Groves  with  the  other  authorities  referred  to. 


In  the  Fishmongers'  and  Thomton^s  case  one  other 
point  was  pressed,  namely,  that,  in  consideration  of  a  rent, 
an  irrevocable  licence  had  been  granted  by  the  City  for  the 
use  of  a  campshed,  and  for  the  establishment  of  piers  and 
dummies.  The  FishrMyngers*  Company  too  admit,  and  it 
is  sufficiently  dear  from  the  evidence,  that  the  real  interest 
of  these  suits  centres  upon  the  dummies  which  have  been 
profitably  used  as  steam-boat  landing  places ;  but  I  do  not 
find  a  single  authority  to  justify  me  in  saying  that  the 
claim  to  place  dummies  in  the  stream  is  a  matter  which 
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the  Corporation  of  LandUm  or  the  Conservators  have 
bound,  or  coold  have  bound,  themselves  never  to  interfere 
with.  A  licence  was  granted  to  Thornton  at  a  rent  of 
£3  :  3&,  but  nothing  was  said  as  to  whether  it  was  to  be 
revocable  or  not  Neither  is  there  any  evidence  of  an  in- 
tention on  the  part  of  the  Conservators  to  interfere  with 
his  dummies.  The  question  really  reduces  itself  to  that 
which  1  have  already  decided  with  respect  to  the  wharves 
There  is  an  obstruction  to  the  rights  enjoyed  by  the  dif- 
kieat  Plaintifi,  but  it  is  only  to  their  right  of  approach- 
ing their  several  wharves,  which  is  part  of  the  public  right 
of  navigation. 

For  these  reasons,  I  cannot  sustain  either  the  Information 
or  any  of  the  Bills ;  but  I  think  it  is  not  a  case  for  costs. 
The  questions  involved  were  such  as  might  reasonably  be 
brought  before  the  Court,  and  there  is  no  doubt  that  sub- 
stantial injury  has  been  suffered,  though  under  the  authority 
of  the  statute.  The  Information  and  Bills  will  therefore  be 
dismissed  without  costs. 
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RUCKER  V.  SCHOLEFIELD. 

X  HIS  was  a  bill  filed  by  trustees  for  the  administration 
njf ^"rixSf  ^f  ^^^  *^"S^  ^^  *  settlement,  dated  the  23rd  of  September, 
Interut—      1809,  on  the  marriage  of  Jeremiah  Scholefield  and  Jfar- 
Under  L/Tx-     S^<*^«^  Hdmes. 

elusive  power 

to  appoint  a  After  fiiving  life  interests  to  the  husband  and  wife  in 

trnst  fund  of  f  ^^  .  i  i 

stock  to  ohii-  a  sum  of  j?6,000  Navy  bl.  per  cents,  the  settlement  de- 

inne  *born  ^  clared  the  trusts  of  the  stock  as  follows : — *'  In  trust  for  and 

of  tlwMdon  ^^^  ^°'  ^^^  benefit  of  all  and  every  or  such  one  or  more  exclu- 

of  the  power,  sively  of  the  other  or  others  of  the  child  or  children  of  the 

pot  clause,  '  body  of  the  said  Margaret  Holmes  by  the  said  Jeremiah 

was*  ™de  to**"'  Scholejleld  to  be  begotten,  or  of  the  issue  of  any  such  child 

five  daughters     qj  children  bom  during  the  lives  or  life  of  the  said  Jere- 

out  of  nine 

children,  mioh  SchoUfield  and  Margaret  Holmes,  or  of  the  survivor 

trustMs'^wexe     of  them,  at  such  ages,  days,  or  times,  and,  if  more  than 

ihTd^ihof^     one,  in  such  parts,  shares,  or  proportions,  and  with  the 

the  parento        whole  or  any  part  or  parts  of  such  interest,  dividends, 

(tenants  for  ,       '         ,  /^         . ,    ^  ,      ,  . 

life)  to  stand  or  annual  proceeds  as  aforesaid,  for  or  towards  the  mamte- 
fond 'upon  the  nance  of  any  such  child  or  children  or  issue  as  the 
ir'^'thatlTto    '^^'^^^^  ^^  ^^®  should  jointly  appoint" 

say,  upon  trust 

thereout  to  ap-       Then  followed,  limitations  in  default  of  appointment  to 

fifth  part  to  wid  the  sons  at  twenty-one,  or  death  under  twenty-one  leaving 
o7eadi  daugh-  ^^^^>  a^d  ^  t^e  daughters  at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  in 
**d ^^i^ f*^  equal  shares,  with  a  proviso  that  ** no  child  taking  under 
income  of  the  any  appointment  to  be  made  in  exercise  of  the  aforesaid 
daughter  for  her  powers,  or  either  of  them,  shall  be  entitled  to  any  share  of 
and^after'the  *^®  unappointed  part  of  the  said  trust  fund,  without  bring, 
decease  of  each  Jug  his  or  her  appointed  share  into  hotchpot  and  accounting 
trusts  for  the      for  the  Same  accordingly,  unless  such   appointment  shall 

chSd^OT^^     contain  an  express  direction  to  the  contrary." 
Held,  that  the 

limitations  over       There  Were  four  sons  and  five  daughters  of  the  marriage, 

being  Toid,  the  i  #.  i  .        t   -i      ^ 

daughtera  took  all  bom  before  the  date  of  the  next-mentioned  deed. 

life  interests 

only,  subject  to  account  for  the  value  under  the  hotohpot  clause. 


StaUmenl, 
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By  a  deed  poll,  dated  the  22nd  of  October,  1844,  Mr,  1862, 
and  Mrs.  Schdefidd  appointed  as  follows : — ^'lliat  the  Ruckbb 
trustees  shall  stand  possessed  of  the  fund  from  the  decease  scholbfikld. 
of  them  the  said  Jeremiah  Scliolefield  and  Margaret  his 
wife,  upon  the  trusts  following,  that  is  to  say^  upon  trust  there- 
out to  appropriate  one-fifth  part  thereof  to  and  for  and  for 
the  benefit  of  each  and  every  one  of  them,  Katherine 
Margaret,  Sophie  Maria,  Jvlia  Susannah,  Elizabeth 
Charlotte,  and  EUen  Gertrude  [the  five  daughters],  ex- 
clusively of  all  other  the  children  of  them  the  said  Jere- 
miah Scholefdd  and  Maa^a/ret  his  wife,  and  to  pay  and 
apply  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  of  each 
such  one-fifth  part  or  share  unto,  or  permit  the  same  to 
'  be  received  by,  each  and  every  of  the  said  several  children, 
for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use,  independent  of  and 
wholly  exempt  from  the  debts,  control,  and  engagements 
of  any  husband  with  whom  she  may  intermarry,  the 
receipt  or  receipts  of  such  daughter  being  a  good  and 
sufficient  discharge  or  discharges  to  the  said  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being,  under  the  hereinbefore  recited 
indenture  of  the  23rd  day  of  September,  1809.  And  upon 
trust,  from  and  after  the  decease  of  each  such  daughter,  to 
pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  said  fifth  part  or  share  of 
such  daughter  so  dying,  unto  and  amongst  the  children  of 
such  daughter  so  dying,  or  their  issue,  in  such  shares  and 
at  such  times  as  such  daughter  (notwithstanding  any 
coverture)  shall  by  her  last  will  and  testament,  or  any 
writing  of  appointment  in  the  natiure  thereof,  direct  or 
appoint,  give  or  bequeath  the  same ;  and  in  default  of  such 
appointment,  gift,  or  bequest,  unto  or  equally  between  or 
amongst  all  and  every  the  child  or  children  of  such  daughter, 
if  more  than  one,  share  and  share  alike,  and  their  respec- 
tive issue,  such  issue,  nevertheless,  taking  equally  among 
them  a  parent's  share  only,  and  to  be  paid  on  their  respeo 
tively  attaining  the  age  of  twenty  one  years,  with  the  interest 
of  their  respective  portions  in  the  meantime,  for  their 
maintenance,  clothing,  and  education,  and  in  case  of  the 
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1862.  death  or  failure  of  issue  of  any  one  or  more  Of  them,  the 
^KnatER  SAid  KatAerine  Ma/rgaret,  Sophie  Maria,  JviiaSuaamiah, 
ScHOMPiBLD  -8^**^*^^  Charlotte,  and  EUen  Oertrude,  then  the  parts  or 
shares  of  her  or  them  so  dying  as  aforesaid  shall  be  in  trust 
for  such  of  the  sisters  of  such  daughter  or  daughters  as 
shall  be  then  living,  and  the  issue  of  such  of  them  as  shall 
be  then  dead  leaving  lawful  issue,  such  issue,  nevertheless, 
taking  equally  amongst  them  a  parent's  share  only,  and  if 
more  than  one,  in  equal  shares ;  but  in  ease  all  such  daughters 
shall  happen  to  die  without  leaving  lawful  issue,  or,  having 
such,  they  shall  all  die  under  twenty-one  years  and  without 
issue,  then  in  trust  to  pay  and  divide  the  said  capital  sum  of 
i?6,000  Navy  51.  per  cent.  Annuities,  or  the  stocks,  funds, 
and  securities  in  or  upon  which  the  same  may  be  then 
invested,  unto  and  equally  between  such  of  the  sons  of  the 
said  Margaret  Schdefdd  and  by  the  said  JeremAah  Scheie- 
field  begotten  as  shall  be  then  living,  and  the  issue 
of  such  of  them  as  shaU  then  be  dead  leaving  lawful 
issue,  such  issue,  nevertheless,  taking  equally  among  them 
a  parent's  share  only,  and  if  more  than  one,  then  in  equal 
sharea  Provided,  nevertheless,  that  the  said  trustees  shall 
hold  the  said  capital  sum  of  ^6,000,  and  the  interest, 
dividends,  and  annual  proceeds  thereof,  subject  to  such  of 
the  trusts,  powers,  provisions,  declarations,  and  agreements 
concerning  the  same  in  the  said  recited  indenture  con- 
tained as  are  undetermined  and  capable  of  taking  effect. 

Tlie  husband  died  in  the  year  1846,  and  the  wife  in  the 
year  1861,  leaving  the  said  four  sons  and  five  daughters 
surviving. 

All  the  sons  and  daughters  had  long  since  attained  twenty- 
one  ;  all  the  daughters  were  of  age  at  the  date  of  the  ap- 
pointment, and  one  of  them  had  several  children. 


Argumetit         Mr.  Wickeiis,  for  the  Plainti£b^  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Hohhouaey  Q.  C,  and  Mr,  Currey,  for  the  sons : — 


Argument. 
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The  appointment  is  bad  altogether,  the  limitations  over         l^^^- 
being  in  excess  of  the  power  and  too  remote,  and  the  gift  of       Ru^ia 
life  interests  inconsistent  with  the  hotchpot  clause :  Alex-    soholefield 
ander  v.  Aleaxinder  (a).    If  not  wholly  bad,  the  appoint- 
mait  is  clearly  in  excess  and  remote,  after  the  life  interests 
of  the  daughters.    The  fund,  therefore,  will  go  either  en- 
tirely, or  at  any  rate  subject  to  those  life  interests,  as  in 
de&ult  of  appointment.     Reid  v.  Reid  (b)  supplies  the  dis- 
tinction between  cases  like  the  present  and  Carver  v. 
Batdea  (<?),  and  Kcmpf  v.  Janes  (rf). 

Lord  1^.  Leoruirda  (e)  points  out  that  the  principle  of 
Carver  v.  Bowles  must  be  applied  with  caution,  and  only 
in  a  case  where  there  is  a  clear  absolute  gift. 

[They  also  cited  Doe  v.  Eyre  (/),  and  Neatherway  v. 
fry{gl-\ 

[The  Vice-Chancellob  mentioned  Mayer  v.  Tovm- 
send  (h).] 

Mr.  Danid,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  H.  Stevens,  for  the  daughters 
and  the  grandchildren  : — 

There  is  an  absolute  gift,  to  be  implied  from  the  Ian- 
guage  of  the  will ;  and  then  the  subsequent  void  modifi- 
cations leave  the  gift  subsisting,  on  the  principle  of  Carver 
V.  Boroles.  [They  also  cited  Harvey  v.  Stracey  (i),  RouUedge 
v.DorrU  (j).  Bray  v.  Hammer  sly  (k),  Fry  v.  Capper  (I), 
Thornton  v.  Bright  (m),  Phipson  v.  Turner  (n),]  At  any 
rate,  the  daughters  take  without  bringing  their  life  in- 
terests into  hotchpot. 

(a)  2    Ves.  sen.  640.  (h)  3  Beav.  443. 

(6)  25  Beav.  469.  (i)  l  Dr.  73. 

(c)  2  R.  &  M.  301.  ( j)  2  Ves.  jun.  356. 

id)  2  Keene,  756.  (A)  3  Sim.  513. 

(e)  2  Sogd.  Pow.  74,  7th  Ed.  (/)  Ray,  163. 

(/)  5  C.  B.  713.  (,„)  2  My.  &  Cr.  230. 

(g)  Kay,  172.  („)  9  sim.  227. 
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Mr.  Elderton  and  Mr.  H.  B.  Miller,  for  other  Defendants, 
incumbrancers. 

Mr.  Hohhouse,  in  reply  : — 

The  Defendants  can  only  force  a  construction  favourable 
to  their  view,  by  appealing  first  to  the  doctrine  that  void 
limitations  superadded  to  an  absolute  gift  leave  the  gift 
untouched  But  before  applying  the  rule  of  law,  you  must 
first  find  the  absolute  gift,  by  the  construction  of  the  will 
taken  by  itself:  CatUin  v.  Brovm  (a).  There  is  nothing  of 
^he  kind  to  be  found  here  ;  whereas,  in  Harvey  v.  Stracey, 
there  was  a  clear  absolute  gift  in  the  first  instance,  and 
what  was  rejected  was  mere  supplementary  direction,  which 
could  not  take  effect. 

Here,  the  only  gift  is  in  the  direction  to  trustees  to  hold 
upon  a  series  of  trusts  of  which  all  but  the  life  interests 
are  void. 

As  to  the  operation  of  the  hotchpot  clause,  the  life 
interests  must  be  valued,  and  the  daughters'  shares  of  resi- 
due reduced  accordingly. 


Nov-  I4th. 
Judgment. 


Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  question  in  this  cause  is  as  to  the  efiect  of  an  ap- 
pointment purporting  to  be  in  pursuance  of  a  power  con- 
tained in  a  marriage  settlement,  by  which  the  husband 
and  wife  took  a  joint  power  of  appointment  in  favour  of  any 
of  the  children  of  the  marriage,  or  of  their  issue  born  during 
the  lives  or  life  of  the  husband  and  wife  or  the  survivor. 

The  appointment  made  under  this  power  is  mani- 
festly invalid  as  to  the  limitations  over  after  the   death 

(«)  11  Hare,  372. 
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of  the  daughteis ;  and  the  question  is,  whether  the  appoint-      ^  i^ea. 

ment  can  be  supported,  on  the  principle  of  Carver  v«  Botdea 

and  that  class  of  cases,  as  an  absolute  gift  to  the  daughters, 

or  whether  they  take  only  life  interests,  leaving  the  fund      j^iZi^t^ 

subject  thereto  to  go  as  in  default  of  appointment' 

In  all  cases  of  this  kind,  the  question  turns  upon  the 
language  in  which  the  appointment  is  attempted  to  be  made. 
If  you  find  a  clear  and  definite  gift  of  the  property  to  be 
appointed,  and  then,  engrafted  upon  that,  subsequent  pro- 
visions  directing  the  fund  to  be  settled,  so  as  to  shew  that 
the  purpose  was,  first,  to  make  the  gift  to  and  for  the  benefit 
of  the  person  named,  and  then  to  have  the  fund  settled; 
in  a  case  of  that  kind,  if  the  limitations  of  the  proposed 
settlement  are  such  as  cannot  become  operative,  the  first 
absolute  gift  is  held  to  take  effect  without  restriction. 
So,  if  you  find  a  clear  gift  followed  by  words  which  affect 
to  divest  it^  and  the  limitations  over  are  inoperative, 
then  the  Court  will  uphold  the  gift,  striking  out  the  limita- 
tions which  cannot  have  any  l^al  effect.  But  if  the  words 
of  the  original  gift  are  coupled  with  the  whole  series  of 
limitations  over,  60  as  to  form  one  system  of  trusts,  then 
all  that  can  be  done  is  to  give  effect  to  so  ^uch  of  the 
limitations  as  may  be  consistent  with  law. 

The  question  is,  to  which  of  these  two  classes  the  instru- 
ment under  consideration  belongs.  The  trusts  declared  by 
the  deed  of  appointment  are,  firsts  '^  to  appropriate  one- 
fifth  of  the  principal  to  and  for  and  for  the  benefit  of  "  each 
of  the  daughters,  exclusively  of  the  other  children  ;  and  if 
these  words  stood  alone,  they  would  suffice  to  vest  the 
abeolute  interest  in  the  five  daughters ;  but  the  clause  runs 
on  thus,  "  and  to  pay  and  apply  the  interest,  dividends,  and 
annual  proceeds  of  each  such  one-fifth  part  or  share  unto 
or  permit  the  same  to  be  received  by  each  and  every  of 
the  said  several  children  for  her  own  sole  and  separate  use ;'' 
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IMS.        ^and  upon  trust  from  and  after  the  deoease  of  each  such 

BocKXB      daughter  to  pay,  apply,  and  dispose  of  the  said  fifth  part  or 

SmoimaLD.  ^^^^^  <^  "u^h  daughter  so  dying  unto  and  amongst  the 

JuZmmL      ^^^^^^^^  ^f  B^^b  daughter ;"  and  then  follow  the  limitations, 

which  are  clearly  bad. 

Now,  I  confess,  that  upon  that  language  I  feel  compelled 
to  hold  that  the  trust  for  the  daughters  is  for  their  lives  only. 
The  appointment  is  made  in  this  form :  The  trustees  are 
first  directed  to  stand  possessed  of  the  fund  "  upon  the 
trusts  following,  that  is  to  say,  upon  trust,''  then  follow  the 
trusts  I  have  read.  The  reference  to  the  trusts  following 
must  be  considered  to  take  in  all  the  trusts,  following  as 
they  do  in  one  connected  seriea  It  is  impossible  to  stop 
after  the  first  part^  which,  if  it  stood  alone,  would  no  doubt 
confer  absolute  interests  on  the  daughters  ;  but  you  must 
take  the  reference  to  be  to  the  whole  system  of  trusts,  in- 
cluding the  restriction  of  the  daughters'  interests  to  life 
estates,  and  the  gifts  over  to  their  children.  This  is  not  the 
case  of  a  good  appointment  being  made,  and  then  followed 
by  an  attempt  to  engraft  an  invalid  restriction  upon  it 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  gifts  over  are  void,  because 
they  extend  to  issue  generally,  and  are  not  confined  to  issue 
bom  within  the  lifetime  of  the  survivor  of  the  appointors. 
The  result  is,  that  each  daughter  took  a  life-interest  in  one- 
fifth  for  her  separate  use,  and  subject  to  that  the  fund  goes 
as  upon  default  of  appointment. 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  hotchpot,  it  is  clear  that 
a  life  interest  may  come  into  hotchpot  as  well  as  any  other. 
The  power  of  appointment  includes  the  power  to  appoint 
life  interests,  and  though  it  was  urged  that  it  could  not 
have  been  intended  that  the  hotchpot  clause  should  extend 
to  life  interests,  it  is  impossible  to  accede  to  that  argu- 
ment Each  daughter,  therefore,  taking  her  life  interest, 
must  bring  her  share  into  hotchpot,  and  the  life  interest 
must  be  valued  for  this  purpose. 
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HOOK  V.  HOOK. 

X  HIS  was  a  suit  for  the  administration  of  the  estate  of 
Wmiam  Hook,  who  died  intestate  as  to  certain  gavel- 
kind property :  the  only  question  being,  who  was  the  heir 
in  gavelkind. 

The  pedigree  was  as  follows : — 


WlUJAX 

Hook. 

BowARD  Hook. 

Hook. 

The  intesUte. 

Died  in  lift 

of  inteitftle. 

1 

1 

1 

RoBxsT  Hook. 


Spbhcbb  Hook. 


DM  in 

intesta 


life  of 
te. 


Th«  Plainliff. 


WiLLM. 

Hook. 


Died 
in  life  of 
intestate 
without 


Gbokob 
Hook. 

Robert 
Hook. 

A  Defendant       A  Defendant 

The  Plaintiff  claimed  the  entirety  of  the  lands  as  a 
brother's  son  of  the  intestate.  The  Defendants  claimed  a 
moiety  as  representatives  oi  Robert 


Mr.  /.  N,  Higgina,  for  the  Plaintiff. — ^The  question  is, 
whether,  according  to  the  custom  of  gavelkind,  there  is  any 
representation  beyond  a  brother's  children,  A  precisely  simi- 
lar point  arose  in  Ooodi/ng  v.  Ooodi/ng,  which  is  mentioned 
in  C kitty  on  Descent^  183,  where  the  matter  is  discussed  at 
some  length ;  but  the  case  was  eventually  compromised,  and 
the  point  has  never  been  actually  decided. 


1862. 

No9.  22nd. 

GoMlkmd— 
Jut  Heprtsefi' 

tcUionu. 
Inoostomarj 
descent  the  or- 
dinary inci- 
dents of  desoent 
attach  to  the 
cnstom. 
Therefore,  in 
garelkind  de- 
scent, the  jos 
representationis 
applies  to  the 
remoter  issQo 
asweUas  to 
the  sons  of  the 
intesute's  bro- 
thers. 

An  intestate 
had  one  brother, 
whodied  in  his 
lifetime.    The 
brother  (besides 
a  son  who  died 
without  issne 
in  the  intes- 
tate's lifetime) 
had  two  sons  ; 
the  elder,  who 
died  in  the  in- 
testete'slife, 
leaying  two 
sons  (the  De- 
fendants), and 
the  yoanger 
(the  Plaintiff) 
who  snrrived 
the  intestate:-* 

Held,  thai 
garelkind  lands 
of  the  intestate 
descended,  as  to 
one  moiety,  to 
the  brother's 
yonnger  son, 
and  as  to  the 
other,  to  the 
two  sons  of  the 
brother's  eldest 
son  eqnaUy. 

ArgwrniU. 


In   that    case    Mr.   Peckham  and  Mr.  Butter  gave 


AfgunttU, 
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1862.  opinionn  on  one  side,  Mr.  Preston  on  the  other ;  but  the 
propoBition,  that  all  the  issue  of  brothers  are  entitled 
to  stand  in  the  place  of  their  ancestors,  is  not  supported 
by  the  cases  cited,  which  only  go  as  far  as  the  children 
of- brothers:  Co.  Liit  (a),  Beviston  v.  Husaey  (6),  Denn 
V,  Purvis  (c),  Crumfi  y.  Norwood  (d),  Robinson  on 
Gavelkind  {e).  In  all  cases  of  customs  differing  from  the 
Common.  Law,  the  custom  must  not  be  extended  beyond 
the  established  precedents :  Eatdiffe  v.  Chaplm  (J),  Venn 
V.  Spray  (g),  1  Belle's  Ab.  (h),  Clements  v.  Scwdamoie  (i), 
Blackhorough  v.  Davis  (j). 

The  ancient  law,  as  to  real  and  personal  estate,  was  the 
same ;  and  it  was  not  till  temp.  Henry  1,  that  females  were 
excluded  from  socage  lands,  and  not  till  the  reign  of  Henry 
2,  that  these  lands  became  descendible  to  the  eldest  son 
exclusively. 

It  was  not  till  even  later  that  the  right  of  representation 
was  established.  It  was  for  a  long  time  considered,  that, 
when  the  eldest  son  died  in  his  father's  lifetime,  his  younger 
brother,  and  not  his  son  (grandson  of  the  tenant  in  posses- 
sion) would  succeed,  unless  the  elder  brother  had  actually 
been  admitted  by  the  lord  to  homage;  and  the  prevalence 
of  this  opinion  is  shewn  by  the  succession  of  King  John  in 
the  life  of  Prince  Arthur,  and  of  the  claim  of  the  Bruces 
to  the  crown  of  Scotland,  It  was  not  till  the  reign  of 
H&n/ry  3,  that  the  unlimited  right  of  representation  at 
Common  Law  was  established ;  and  so  far  as  the  authorities 
go,  it  has  never  been  established  beyond  brother's  children 
in  the  custom  of  gavelkind.  The  Statute  of  Distributions  {k), 
which  expressly  excludes  brother's  grandchildren,  seems 
the  fitting  analogy  to  this  case^  as  being  a  remnant  of  the 

(a)  140.  b.  (/)  4  Leon.  2*2. 

(h)  Skinner,  386.  ig)  1  T.  R  467. 

(c)  1  Burr.  326.  (A)  624. 

(rf)  7  Taunt.  362.  (t)  1  P.  Wms.  63. 

(«)  Bd.  1858,  bk.  1,  ch.  6,  pp.  0^  1  P.  Wms.  41. 

57,  58.  (A)  22  &  23  Car.  2,  c.  10. 
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old  law  which  onoe  prevailed    over  the  whole  kingdom         1868 
both  as  to  realty  and  personalty:  Boioera  v.  IMUewoad  (a), 
and  which  originally  put  males  and  f<Nnaies  on  the  same 
footing  (b).     This  is  shewn  by  the  ordinance  of  Edward  1, 
oonfinning  the  partibility  of  Welsh  lands  among  males.    • 

Mr.  Oabame  for  the  Defendants. — The  Plaintiff's  con- 
tention is  wholly  unsupported  by  authority.  The  conflict 
between  the  eminent  counsel  whose  opinions  are  cited  in 
Ooodiriff  V.  Oooding,  did  not  touch  the  point  raised  in  this 
casa  In  £bu^  the  precise  question  did  not  arise  there,  but 
tbe  point  was  as  to  collaterals  more  remote  than  the  issue  of 
l»t>therB.  All  the  opinions  assume,  that,  to  the  extent 
required  here,  that  is,  to  the  most  remote  issue  of  brothers, 
the  right  of  representation  extends  in  gavelkind  as  in  Com- 
mon Law  tenure. 

Preston  says,  that  the  right  extends  through  all  branches. 
Peciham  denies  this,  but  admits  that  it  extends  to  all  de- 
scendants of  brothers.  Butler  admits  brothers  and  their 
issue,  though  he  would  exclude  the  issue  of  uncles,  to 
which  he  evidently  refers  in  speaking  of  the  "remoter 
branches  in  the  collateral  line."  There  is,  therefore,  no 
conflict  at  all  as  to  the  point  in  controversy  here. 

It  is  not  disputed,  that  a  son  and  a  grandson  may  take 
together,  or  a  brother  with  a  nephew  the  son  of  another 
brother.  Why  is  not  the  same  rule  applicable  to  a  nephew 
and  a  great  nephew  ? 

Unlimited  representation  is  admitted  in  the  direct  line, 
and  this  is  so  both  in  gavelkind  and  Borough  English : 
Loeke  v.  Coleman  (<?),  Clements  v.  Scudamore  (d).  Why 
should  it  not  also  be  admitted  in  the  case  of  collaterals  ?  If 
you  allow  representation  at  all,  you  have  no  authority  for 
stopping  at  the  children  and  excluding  the  remoter  issue  of 

[a)  1  P.  Wins.  593.  (c)  1  My.  &  Cr.  423. 

Ih)  2  Bl.  Com.  516.  (d)  1  P.  Wms.  41. 
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IMS.  brothers.  Babmaon  od  GaveUdnd  was  died,  but  the  laat 
Hook  edition  is  in  great  part  the  work  of  a  subsequent  editor, 
Q^  and  omits  much  of  the  original  work.  The  edition  of  1822 
contains  a  note,  at  page  116,  of  the  case  of  Oooding  ▼. 
Gooding,  mentioning  Cole  v.  Wade  and  another  case,  which 
are  direct  authorities  that  the  jus  representationis  applies 
to  all  branches  of  collaterals.  The  real  principle  is  this, 
that  in  gavelkind  lands  you  put  the  customary  heir  in  place 
of  the  Common  Law  heir,  and,  subject  to  that,  all  the  rules 
of  descent  are  the  sama 

Moreover,  if  the  contention  is  right,  that  the  custom  does 
not  extend  to  the  Defendants,  the  result  is,  that  the  Com- 
mon Law  heir,  Qeorgt  Hook,  must  take  the  whole,  and  the 
Plaintiff  will  be  entitled  to  nothing  at  all. 

Mr.  HiffgiTis,  in  reply. — ^There  is  no  authority  at  all  for 
carrying  representation  beyond  the  children  of  brothers^ 
except  the  two  Niei  Priua  cases  mentioned  in  the  note  to 
Robmaon;  and  they  go  too  far,  if  the  opinions  of  Peckkam 
and  Butler  have  any  weight.  Whatever  dicta  there  are, 
rest  merely  on  the  loose  use  of  the  word  issuer  in  Butler^a 
opinion.  It  is  clear,  however,  from  the  cases  he  cites,  that 
he  meant  only  children,  for  these  authorities  carry  him  no 
further.  RdUe^s  Al»idgmeiitk  too,  fs  dear  in  excluding 
transversal  lines. 

In  every  case  of  custom  in  derogation  of  Common  Law, 
the  custom  must  be  strictly  proved :  Muggleton  v.  Bar- 
nM  (a) ;  the  coius,  therefore,  is  on  the  other  side.  It  is  to 
be  noticed,  too,  that  representation  in  gavelkind  would  lead 
to  infinite  confusicm,  which  the  Common  Law  rule  of 
primogeniture  excludes ;  the  same  sort  of  difficulty,  in  fact, 
which  it  was  at  one  time  feared  that  the  Descent  Act  had 
introduced  in  the  case  of  coparceners. 

(fl)  36  L.  J.  Ex.  47. 
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I86S. 
Yigs-Chakgbllob  Sib  W.  Pacub  Wood  :—  ^  Z'' — ' 

Hook 
This  case  has  been  very  ably  argued  on  both  sides ;  and  if  Hook. 
I  had  been  compelled,  as  at  first  sight  appeared  to  be  ne-  jjdgmmu. 
oessary,  to  balance  conJBicting  opinions  of  such  eminent 
conveyancers  as  Butler  and  Preston,  I  should  probably 
have  taken  time  for  consideration.  But,  on  examination, 
aU  the  opinions  referred  to  appear  to  agree  to  this  extent, 
that  the  right  of  representation  extends  to  all  tile  issue  of  a 
brother.  The  case  stands  thus  :  The  canon  of  descent  ap- 
plicable to  the  point  is  laid  down  in  ClemeTUs  v.  Seuda- 
more  (a),  which  was  a  case  on  borough  English  lands,  where 
Chief  Justice  Holt  said,  **  The  custom  alters  the  descent  by 
the  common  law  to  the  eldest  son,  and  carries  it  to  the 
youngest  son  generally,  and  must  have  all  the  consequences 
of  a  descent."  Accordingly,  the  right  of  representation  was 
admitted  as  a  general  incident  of  descent  to  operate  upon 
the  customary  rule  of  preferring  the  younger  son,  exactly  as 
it  operated  on  the  common  law  rule  of  preferring  the  eldest 
The  same  principle  must  be  applied,  whether  the  custom  be 
that  of  gavelkind  or  borough  English.  Tou  must  first 
ascertain  what  the  custom  is,  and  then  apply  all  the  rules  of 
descent  to  the  custom  so  ascertained. 

Id  the  opinions  referred  to  in  Ooodmg  v.  OoodMig,  it 
seems  that  Mr.  PeMiam^  at  first  advised,  per  incuriam,  that 
the  custom  did  not  extend  beyond  sons  and  daughters  of 
the  intestate.  After  discussion  he  abandoned  that  view, 
and  in  his  last  opinion  he  says,  "  In  none  of  the  books 
treating  of  or  referring  to  gavelkind  can  I  find  any  autho- 
rity to  sajqp<»rt  the  idea  that  the  custom  of  gavelkind  ex- 
tends through  all  the  branches  of  inheritance,"  the  case 
before  him  being  a  daim  by  cousins  of  the  intestate,  tracing 
their  desomt  through  uncles.  Then  he  refers  to  **  Lamr 
hard's  Perambulations  of  Eent^''  where  he  says,  sons  only 
(a)  1  P.  Wms.  69. 
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1862^  are  spoken  of;  and  mentions  that  Lord  Coke  says  that  this 
is  the  general  custom,  and  adds,  ''But  yet  by  custom, 
where  one  brother  dieth  without  issue,  all  the  other  brethren 
may  inherit."  So  fiu:,  therefore,  it  is  not  disputed,  and  in- 
deed it  may  be  treated  as  clearly  established,  that  the  cus- 
tom extends  to  divide  the  land  equally  among  all  the 
brothers  of  an  intestata  Now,  that  being  the  custom,  you 
have  to  apply  to  it  the  general  rule  of  descent ;  and  that 
tells  you,  that  when  you  have  to  trace  the  descent  through 
the  brothers  of  the  intestate  as  stirpes,  those  who  may  have 
died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  intestate  must  be  represented 
ad  infinitum  by  their  issue.  The  real  point  which  was  in 
controversy  in  Choding  v.  Gooding  was,  whether  the  custom 
extended  to  the  descendants  of  uncles  of  the  intestate  as  well 
as  to  brothers ;  and  it  was  this  which  raised  the  difficulty 
felt  by  Mr.  Butler  and  Mr.  Peckha/m.  It  was  only  upon  that 
question  that  they  differed  from  Mr.  Preston,  What  Mr. 
Peokham  says  upon  it  is  this,  '*  In  Somner,  Taylor,  Robm' 
son,  Comyn*s  Digest,  WaOdTis  on  Descent,  and  other 
books  adverting  to  gavelkind,  none  of  the  cases  stated  in 
exemplifying  the  custom  in  the  transversal  or  collateral 
lines  go  beyond  brothers,  and  the  representatives  of  de- 
ceased brothers  taking  jure  representationis."  Now  this  is 
the  very  case  before  ma  I  have  the  son  and  the  grandsons 
of  a  brother ;  and  even  if  Mr.  Peckham's  view  is  correct  as 
to  collaterals,  the  Plaintiflf  and  the  Defendants  here  would 
all  take  by  virtue  of  the  jus  representationis.  Mr.  Butler's 
opinion  is  this,  '*  If  this  case  should  be  made  a  subject  of 
judicial  inquiry,  it  would  be  left  to  a  jury  to  determine  by 
precedents  whether  the  customary  descent  of  gavelkind 
stops  with  brothers  (and,  where  a  brother  is  dead,  with  his 
issue),  or  extends  to  remoter  branches  in  a  collateral  line.^' 
Mr.  Buder  therefore  expresses  no  doubt  that  the  custom 
extends  to  brothers,  and  (if  they  are  dead)  to  their  issue ; 
and  he  was  much  too  conect  in  the  use  of  language  to  have 
spoken  of  issue  if  he  really  meant  only  children.     The  sole 
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doabt  in  his  mind  evidently  was,  whether  the  rule  extended  1862. 

beyond  those  limits :  both  Mr.  Feckham  and  Mr.  Butter,  hook 

therefore,  were  in  accord  with  Mr.  Preston  to  the  extent  hook. 
of  the  question  raised  by  the  Setets  before  me. 


Judgment, 


The  Nisi  Prius  cases  cited  in  the  note  to  Rohmaon  cany 
the  rule  still  further;  but  it  is  not  necessary  for  the  decision 
of  this  case  to  say  whether  they  are  right  in  so  doing.  The 
authorities  and  the  opinions  cited  all  go  to  this  extent,  that 
the  issue  of  brothers  are  included  in  the  custom.  And  ob- 
serve what  the  consequences  would  be  if  this  were  not  so. 
In  this  very  case  the  Plaintiff  claims  through  a  brother  of 
the  intestate,  and,  not  being  the  eldest  son,  he  must  invoke 
the  custom  to  establish  his  title  to  a  share.  The  Defendants 
are  the  sons  of  the  eldest  son  of  the  same  brother,  and  they 
may  &]rly  ask,  ''How  is  it  that  you  oust  our  superior 
common  law  right  by  the  custom,  and  then  claim  to  ex- 
clude us  from  a  share,  by  saying  that  the  custom  does  not 
extend  to  us  ?"  That  would  be  contrary  to  all  the  ordi- 
naiy  incidents  of  descent,  which,  according  to  ClemeTUa  v. 
Scuda/more,  are  to  be  imported  and  applied  to  the  custom ; 
and  it  is  a  view  which  does  not  appear  to  have  been  enter- 
tained by  any  of  the  three  conveyancers  whose  opinions 
were  taken  in  Gooding  v.  Ooodi/ng.  They  all  agree  that  the 
issue  of  a  deceased  brother  stand  in  his  place  for  the  pur- 
poses of  heirship. 

A  very  ingenious  argument  was  founded  on  the  sup- 
posed origin  of  the  custom  of  gavelkind,  and  on  the 
conjecture  that  the  Statute  of  Distributions  was  derived 
from  the  same  general  rights  which  it  is  suggested  origi- 
nally put  males  and  females  on  the  same  footing  as  to 
realty  as  well  as  personalty.  But  if  that  were  made  out^ 
and  I  were  to  hold  on  that  ground  'that  the  grandchildren 
were  not  to  share  with  the  children  of  a  brother  imder  the 
custom^  because  they  do  not  share  under  the  statute,  I  must, 
in  order  to  be  consistent,  say  also,  that  if  all  the  brothers 
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are  exhausted,  leaving  a  number  of  nephews,  the  children 
of  different  brothers,  they  must  take  per  capita  and  not  per 
stirpes ;  which  would  certainly  be  contrary  to  the  course  of 
descent  established  by  Clemervta  v.  Scvdamuyre^  that^  when 
once  the  custom  is  ascertained,  the  ordinary  incidents  of 
heirship  are  to  be  applied  to  it  The  analogy  in  any  case 
would  be  a  very  strained  one ;  and  even  if  admitted,  it  would 
still  leave  marked  differences  between  the  custom  of  gavel- 
kind and  the  distribution  of  personal  estate.  But  in  truth 
there  is  no  analogy  between  the  two  cases ;  and  I  think 
there  is  no  reasonable  doubt  that  the  property  goes  as  to 
one  moiety  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  as  to  the  other  to  the  De- 
fendants George  and  Robert  Hook  equally.  There  vrill 
be  a  declaration  to  this  effect,  and  a  decree  to  carry  the 
trusts  of  the  will  into  execution.  The  costs  to  come  out  of 
the  residuary  personal  estate. 


ZJ^'.^.^J^.^^-^ 


CAWLEY  V.  POOLE. 
.  HIS  was  a  Bill  seeking  to  set  aside  a  judgment,  or,  in 


1868. 

ApHl  24(/i, 
25«A,^27(A. 

Where  a  biU 

ment  obtained  default,  to  have  a  Compromise  carried  into  effect 

by  fraud,  and 

The  Plaintiff  was  a  lieutenant  in  the  Royal  Navy  ;  all 
the  Defendants  were  solicitors :  the  Defendant  Were  carrying 
on  business  at  Plymouth,  the  others  in  London, 


a  subsequent 
oomproinise, 
and  seeks  to 
set  aside  the 
whole  trans- 
action on  the 
gronnd  of 
fraud,  or  in 


The  BiU  stated,  that^  in  and  after  the  year   1835,  the 
thliSm^^omilS  Plaintiff,  then  a  mate  in  the  Royal  Navy,  employed  the 

carried  oat, 
and  the  Court 
is  of  opinion 
that  the 


Defendant  Kvncaid  as  his  solicitor ;  that,  in  the  year  1837, 
the  Plaintiff  was  staying  at  Plymouth,  and  that  Kinoaid 
of*fraud^l8,  ^°^6  down  there,  and  invited  the  Plaintiff  to  dine  with  him 
it  will  not  en-  at  his  lodgings  to  meet  the  Defendant  Were;  and  that  Kimr- 

force  the  com-         , 

promise,  bat      caid  then  asked  the  Plaintiff  if  he  was  in  want  of  money  : 

tbe  whole  bill  "^ 

naust  be  dismissed. 
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And  in  the  oooise  of  the  evening  proposed  to  him  that 
he  diould  accept  a  bill  of  ezchauge  for  j?120  or  ^130, 
and  that  he  (Kvnoa4d)  should  take  it  to  London  and 
have  it  discounted,  and  that  they  should  divide  the  pro- 
oeeds*  and  should  provide  between  them  for  taking  up 
the  bill  at  maturity.  It  then  stated,  that  Kmcaid  drew 
and  the  Plaintiff  accepted  a  bill  in  accordance  with  this 
arrangement  in  the  presence  of  Were,  who  was  cognisant 
of  the  whole  transaction ;  and  that  Kimcaid  then  took  away 
the  bill  with  him ;  that  the  Plaintiff  never  received  any 
part  of  the  proceeds  of  the  bill,  and  never  heard  anything 
more  of  it  till  April,  1838,  when  he  was  served  with  a  writ 
at  the  suit  of  Were  in  an  action  on  the  bill;  that  the 
Plaintiff  entrusted  his  defence  to  a  person  named  Pound, 
whom  he  understood  to  be  an  attorney,  with  instructions  to 
defend  the  said  action^  and  that  he  was  informed  that  the 
same  would  come  on  for  trial  at  WestVMnster  "  on  a  parti- 
cular day ;"  that  he  accordingly  attended  on  that  day, 
and  was  then  informed,  that^  before  his  arrival,  the  case  had 
been  disposed  of,  and  a  verdict  taken  against  him ;  and  that 
at  two  o'clock  on  the  same  day  he  found  execution  had 
been  issued  for  the  debt  and  taxed  costs,  and  that  the 
Sheriff's  officers  were  in  his  house. 

The  Bill  then  contained  the  following  statement : — "  The 
Plaintiff  is  advised  and  believes,  that  according  to  the 
practioe  of  the  Courts  of  Common  Law  execution  could  not 
at  earliest  have  been  issued  till  three  days  after  the  judg* 
ment  had  been  obtained  ;  and  from  that  and  other  circum- 
stances the  Plaintiff  believes  that  the  said  Mr.  Pound  had 
been  tampered  with,  and  did  not  really  defend  the  said 
action,  and  that  in  fact  no  defence  was  ever  entered  thereto." 

It  appeared  from  the  record  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been 
in  &ct  represented  by  a  person  named  WiUiams  in  this 
action. 

The  Bill  then  stated  that  the  Plaintiff  evaded  the  sheriff's 
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officers  and  went  to  the  Continent ;  and  that  he  heard  no 
more  of  the  matter  till  the  year  1855,  when  he  was  served 
^\ith  a  notice  to  revive  the  said  judgment ;  and  that  he  was 
then  advised  that  he  could  not  successfully  resist  such 
revival.  It  then  alleged  that  nothing  was  done  under  the 
revived  judgment  till  the  year  1860,  when  a  freehold  house 
at  Plynumth  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff  was  extended  under 
an  elegit 

The  7th  paragraph  was  as  follows : — "  In  the  month 
of  May,  1860,  the  Plaintiff  saw  the  Defendant  Nicholas 
Were  at  Plymouth;  and  finding  that  the  aforesaid 
elegit  impeded  his  enjoyment  of  his  aforesaid  property, 
the  Plaintiff  proposed  to  the  Defendant  Nicholas  Were, 
for  the  sake  of  peace,  and  in  order  to  emancipate  his 
said  property,  to  compromise  the  aforesaid  judgment: 
and  at  length  it  was  agreed  between  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
same  Defendant  that  the  Plaintiff  should  give  the  said 
Nicholas  Were  the  sum  of  £50  in  full  of  all  claims.  The 
Plaintiff  was  willing  to  have  settled  the  matter  upon  these 
terms,  but  the  said  Nicholas  Were  said  that  before  con- 
cluding the  arrangement  he  must  consult  the  Defendant 
0.  H.  Kvncaid,  but  that  he  the  said  N.  Were  was  willing 
to  accept  this  sum  of  £50  in  full  satisfaction  of  his  aforesaid 
judgment.  The  Plaintiff  has  since  discovered  that  the 
Defendant  i^.  Were  took  from  the  Defendant  C.  H.  Kincaid 
some  collateral  security  for  the  amount  of  the  said  bill  of 
exchange,  of  the  particulars  of  which  security  the  Plaintiff  is 
ignorant." 

The  remaining  material  statements  of  the  Bill  were  to 
the  following  effect : — 

After  the  transaction  about  the  bill,  Kvnoaid  was  taken 
into  partnership  with  the  Defendants  Poole  and  Johnson,  ; 
and  the  firm  of  Poole,  Johnson,  A  Kvacaid,  so  long  as 
the  partnership  subsisted,  and  Poole  A  Johnson  since  its 
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dissolution,  down  to  the  present  time,  acted  as  the  London 
agents  of  the  Defendant  Were. 

Early  in  1861  the  Plaintiff  employed  Poole,  Johnson,  §• 
Kmcaid  to  bring  an  action  for  him  against  one  Lidstone 
for  arrears  of  rent  and  mesne  profits;  and  it  was  agreed 
between  the  PlaintiflF  and  Kvncaid,  that  Kincaid  should 
concur  in  the  agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Were, 
and  should  pay  Were  the  sum  of  £50  in  discharge  of  the 
judgment ;  and  that  such  sum  of  £50  should  be  retained  by 
Pool€,  Joknson,  §•  Kincaid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
action,  and  be  paid  by  them  to  Were. 

On  this  occasion  the  following  letters  passed : 

"  4,  Fitzroy  Street,  Fitzroy  Square, 
•January  26,  1861. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^Having  ejected  one  Lidstone  of  Plymowth 
"  from  a  freehold  of  mine  in  March  1860,  and  upon  which 
•*  freehold  Mr.  N.  Were  of  Plymouth  has  fixed  an  elegit, 
"arising  out  of  a  judgment  upon  a  bill  of  exchange  some 
'•twenty  years  past,  such  bill  being  drawn  by  you,  accepted 
"  by  me,  and  indorsed  over  to  Air.  N.  Were^  it  being  my 
"  purpose  to  place  an  action  in  your  hands  for  the  recovery 
"  of  eight  years' arrears  of  rent*  more  or  less,  beside  other 
"demands  frx>m  the  before-mentioned  Lidetone,  I  think 
"  the  simple  understanding  between  us  to  be  this,  viz. — 
**  That  you  will  bring  the  said  action  for  a  sum  which  shall 
"  be  agreed  upon  between  us,  and  without  looking  to  me 
"  for  any  costs  between  attorney  and  client,  or  in  any  other 
'*  way ;  and  any   sum  you  may  recover  over  and   above 
"  ^50  shall  be  paid  to  me  without  deduction.     And  the 
"  said  £50,  which  you  shall  retain,  shall  be  a  full  discharge 
"  of  all  claims  upon  me  on  account  of  the  said  bill,  which 
*'  bill  shall  be  given  up  into  my  possession,  and  the  judg- 
'^ment  and  elegit  now  levied  on  my  freehold,  viz.  Na  6, 
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"  Salem  Street,  Plymouth,  by  Mr.  If.  Were  shall  be  trans- 
"  ferred  and  given  over  to  me  without  ooet  or  other  charge* 
"so  as  to  leave  the  above-recited  freehold  entirely  disin- 
**  cambered  by  Mr.  N,  Were,  whose  authority  and  concur- 
''rence  you  are  fully  invested  with  to  conclude  such  an 
''  agreement. 

"  Tours  very  truly, 
"To  C.  H.  Kincaid,  Esq.  "  Jno.  Cawley.'' 

"  Firm  of  Poole,  Johnson,  f  Kincaid. 


*'  New  Sqibare,  Lmcoln's  Inn, 
•*  16th  April,  1861. 
"  Dear  Sir, — From  my  long  knowledge  of  you,  and 
your  circumstances  as  a  half-pay  lieutenant  in  the  Navy, 
at  your  request  I  consent  to  settle  your  affair  with  Mr 
Lidstone  for  mesne  profits  for  costs  out  of  pocket  only, 
provided  the  action  come  to  trial ;  and  to  retain  «f  50 
only  from  any  amount  paid  into  Court  or  received  in 
the  said  action  in  consideration  of  Mr.  Were's  judgment 
against  you,  in  case  he  consent  to  release  you  thereon 
and  the  elegit  on  your  property. 

"  Tours,  very  truly, 

"  Charles  H.  Eingaid. 
"  John  Oawley,  Esq.,  R.N." 


In  May,  1861,  Lidstone  paid  £172  into  Court  in  the 
said  action ;  and  such  sum  was  taken  out  by  Poole,  Johnson, 
&  Kincaid,  who  paid  the  Plaintiff  £67»  and  retained  the 
balance  (£105)  in  their  handa  In  the  month  of  Novem- 
ber, 1861  (after  the  dissolution  of  partnership  with  Kvaoaid), 
the  Plaintiff  took  out  a  summons  against  Poc^  is  Johnr 
son,  to  shew  cause  why  they  should  not  pay  over  the  said 
sum  of  «f  105  to  the  Plaintiff.  In  defence  to  the  said  sum- 
mons, Pode  is  Johnson  urged, — ^first,  that  the  agree- 
ment in  reference  to  the  action   was  a  matter   personal 
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to  KinooAd,  for  which  they  were  not  responsible,  and  that 
KmcaAd  had  received  all  the  money ;  and,  secondly,  that 
th«y  were  assignees  of  Were's  judgment,  and  that  a  sum 
exceeding  £105  was  due  to  them  at  foot  thereof. 

On  the  11th  of  November,  1861,  Poole  A  Johnson 
caused  themselves  to  be  served  with  a  garnishee  order 
in  Were's  name,  attaching  the  balance  of  ,£105  in  their 
hands. 

The  Plaintiff  charged  that  Were  had  not  discounted  the 
hill,  but  had  received  the  same  after  maturity,  and  that  be 
knew  that  Kincaid  was  liable  for  one  half  of  the  amount ; 
and  he  particularly  claimed  that  the  Defendants  ought 
to  be  decreed  to  do  all  necessary  acts  and  things  for  entering 
aatisfigiction  upon  the  said  judgment,  and  for  discharging 
the  said  elegit  without  any  payment  whatever.  But  in 
case  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  was 
bound  by  his  offer,  made  only  to  purchase  peace,  to  pay  the 
sum  of  jP50  in  respect  thereof,  then  he  claimed  that  Pode 
A  Johnson  ought  to  be  decreed  to  pay  him  the  balance 
of  the  £105,  with  mterest  from  the  8th  of  May,  1861,  after 
deducting  the  said  sum  of  £50,  and  ought  in  the  meantime 
to  be  restrained  from  prosecuting  the  aforesaid  judgment. 

The  Defendant  Were,  by  his  answer,  stated  that  he  had 
no  reooollection  whatever  of  the  alleged  dinner  transaction 
at  Plymouth ;  that,  on  or  about  the  17th  of  September, 
1837,  he,  at  Kinoaid^B  request,  discounted  a  bill  dated  the 
previous  day,  drawn  by  Kincaid,  and  accepted  by  the 
Plaintiff;  that  the  bill  was  dishonoured  at  maturity; 
that  he  thereupou  sued  the  Pli^^ntiff,  who  pleaded  non 
aasumpsit,  and  no  other  plea;  that,  on  ihe  9th  day  of 
June,  1838,  judgment  was  recovered  in  the  action  for 
£117  :  7  :  11  debt,  and  £^&  :  18  :  7  costs  ;  that  he  imme- 
diately issued  execution,  but  without  effect ;  and  that  he 
beard  no  more  of  the  Plaintiff  till  1856,  when  he  revived 
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the  judgment,  as  stated  in  the  Bill.  He  then  stated  that 
Kincaid  had  left  England  in  1838,  and  that  he  (Were)  had 
been  unable  to  find  him  till  1851,  when  the  debt  had  been 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations. 

Then,  after  admitting  the  issue  of  the  elegit,  he  said  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  called  Cfn.  him,  and  suggested  a  settlement, 
and  offered  £50,  which  he  had  refused  ;  that  he  had  offered 
to  release  the  Plaintiff  on  payment  of  half  what  was  due 
for  principal,  interest,  and  costs,  but  that  nothing  was  done 
upon  such  offer. 

The  Answer  then  formally  traversed  the  7th  paragraph 
of  the  Bill,  except  as  to  the  fact  of  his  meeting  the  Plaintiff 
at  PlymoutA  at  that  time  ;  and  the  Defendant  professed 
ignorance  of  all  the  transactions  respecting  the  action 
against  Lidatane.  And  in  reference  to  the  garnishee  order, 
he  said  that  there  had  been  no  assignment  of  the  judgment, 
but  that  he  had  informed  Poole  &  Johnson^  that,  if  they 
oould  get  payment  of  the  judgment,  they  might  retain 
the  amount  on  account  of  his  debt  to  them  as  his  London 
agents  ;  and  he  admitted  that  he,  through  Poole  A 
Johnson  as  his  agents,  had  served  the  garnishee  order  on 
PooU  &  Johnaon,  The  Answer  then  again  denied  the 
existence  of  any  agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  this 
Defendant,  and,  in  proof  that  there  was  no  such  agreement, 
set  forth  the  following  letters  : — 

'*  9,  New  Squa/re,  Lincoln's  Inn, 
"26th  June,  1861. 
"  Oawley. 
"  My  dear  Were, — Enclosed    you  have  a  letter  from 
**  Cauley  to  me,   and  the  duplicate  of  an  arrangement 
^'  I    have  entered  into    with  him,  eubject  to  your  op- 
**  proval,   and   considering  the  trouble   I  had  with  him 
*'  twenty-five  years   ago,    and  my  heavy  bill  of  costs,   I 
**  consented  to  it  most  unwillingly,  and  should  have  declined 
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it  altogether  but  for  his  very  urgent  appeal  to  our  old 
aoqoaintaoce,  and  his  narrow  circumstances.  The  result 
of  the  arrangement  will  therefore  be,  that  OWZej^  will 
pay  jE^50  only,  and  I  shall  be  liable  to  you  for  the  balance ; 
and  as  you  were  so  kind  as  to  say  that  on  Oarra/rd  being 
settled  with  I  should  have  the  money  in  your  hands 
belonging  to  poor  Dwnnag^a  estate^  there  will  be  ample 
to  meet  this  liability,  and  to  pay  yourself  the  advances 
80  kindly  made  to  keep  up  the  premiums  on  my  policy. 
The  inclosed  letter  from  CcLwley  to  me  will  shew  you 
what  he  wants  you  to  do  in  the  matter. 
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"  Did  my  mother  pay  you  £50  in  respect  of  the  bill  ?  I 
"  lancy  I  have  a  sort  of  indistinct  recollection^  that^  when  I 
"  was  staying  with  you  in  Southside-etreet,  on  my  return 
"  from  France,  you  told  me  she  had 

"  Yours  very  truly, 

"Charles  Henbt  Kincaid. 
"  Nicholaa  Were,  Esqr.'' 

The  inclosure  was  the  following : — 

"  4,  Fitzroy  Street,  Fitzroy  Squa/re,  W.C. 
"June  24th,  1861. 
"  Dear  Kincaid, — Will  you  be  so  good  as  to  get  the 
"necessary  memorandum  from    Were  accepting  the  ^50 
''  as  satisfaction  of  his  elegit  upon  the  house  in  Salemr 
**  etreet,  and  his  willingness  to  transfer  his  judgment  in 
'*  aid  of  my  title  to  the  property,  as  I  want  to  make  arrange- 
*'  ments  for  mortgaging  or  selling  the  property  forth  with. 
"  Believe  me,  yours  very  truly, 
"  a  H.  Kvifuxdd,  Eaq."  "  Jno.  Cawley. 

The  duplicate  arrangement^  mentioned  in  Kincaid's 
letter  of  26th  June,  was  a  copy  of  the  letter  of  the  26ih 
January,  set  out  in  the  BilL 


SiaUment 


The  Defendant  swore  that  he  had  kept  no  copy  of  his 
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1868.  answer  to  that  letter ;  but  that  he  knew  that  that  answer 
Gawlbt  stated  that  he  wanted  ^100  for  the  judgment,  and  that 
PooLB.        ^^  money  had  been  paid  him  by  Kmcaid's  mother. 

Suuemmt.         Xo  the  missing  letter  Kincaid  sent  the  following  reply  : 

"9,  New  Square,  Lmcoln'a  Irm, 
"10th  July,  1861. 

"Ca/wley. 

"  My  dear  Were, — I  should  have  written  you  sooner  as 
"  to  this,  but  I  have  only  just  been  able  to  see  CawUy. 
"  There  is  no  doubt  he  ought  to  pay  the  ^100,  but  he  is 
"  not  disposed  to  increase  his  offer  of  £50^  which,  for  the 
"  sake  of  peace  and  quietness,  I  have  agreed,  as  far  as  I  am 
"  concerned,  to  accept,  and  take  the  balance  of  your  claim 
**  on  my  shoulders.  However,  I  shall  get  something  out  of 
"  the  action  against  JLidstone  for  mesne  profits,  which  will 
"  be  tried  at  Exeter  on  the  25th. 

"  Tours  sincerely, 

«  N.  Were,  Esq."  «  Chaelbs  H.  Kincaid. 

To  this  letter  was  sent  the  following  answer : — 

"  Plymovih, 

"11th  July,  1861. 
"  Cawley. 

"  My  dear  Kincaid, — At  the  time  I  sign  the  release  of 

"  the  debt  and  the  transfer  of  the  judgment  to  Cawley,  he 

"  must  pay  the  costs  incident  to  the  transfer  and  the  ^60. 

"  Tours  sincerely, 

"  N .  Were. 

"  0.  H.  Kincaid,  Esq.,  9,  New  Squara** 

The  Answer  then  stated  that  nothing  had  been  done  upon 
this  letter ;  and  that,  save  as  therein  appeared,  Pocle 
Johnson,  &  Kincaid,  had  not  nor  had  any  of  the  part- 
ners in  the  said  firm  as  the  solicitors  or  solicitor  of  the 
Plaintiff  any  written  communications  with   Were  on  the 
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sobjact  of  the  agreement;  and  submitted  that  there  was  no 
agreement  binding  on  him. 

The  following  was  the  only  other  letter  set  out : — 

*•  Plymov^K 
"  2l8t  August^  1861. 
"  Cawley, 
*  My  dear  Sir, — I  have  looked  up  my  correspondence  with 
"  Kinoaid  upon  this  matter.     Cawley  called  upon  me  last 
•*  year,  and  offered  me  £^Q  in  full  for  my  debt,  which  I 

•  refused.  When  in  London  in  Jv/ns  last,  Kinccdd  asked 
'*  me  to  name  the  sum  I  would  take,  and  he  Kvnoaid 
**  ofiered  to  hold  himself  liable  to  me  for  the  balance  of  the 
"  debt.  I  then  fixed  £i(^0 ;  but  Kincaid  on  the  26th  June 
**  inclosed  me  a  letter  from  Cawley  to  him  of  the  24th 
"  June,  by  which  it  appears  Kincaid  agreed  on  my  behalf 

*  to  take  £50  in   discharge   of   my  claim,  he  Ki/ncaid 

"  holding  himself  liable  to  me  for  the  balance.     In  reply 

"  to  Kincaid'a  letter,  I  wrote  him  on  the  11th  July  as 

•*  follows : — 

" '  Cawley. 

*' '  At  the  time  I  sign  the  release  of  the  debt  and  transfer 

«  <  of  the  judgment  to  Catdey,  he  must  pay  me  the  costs 

"  '  incident  to  the  transfer  and  the  £60.' 

"  You  see  how  the  matter  stands,  and  if  Cawley  wants  me 

"  now  to  compromise,  it  appears  to  me  he  must  propose 

"  terms  de  novo.     I  should  not  be  at  all  surprised  to  see 

"  Ca/wley  here,  but  I  do  not  intend  to  make  any  agreement 

"  with  him,  and  shall  refer  him  to  you. 

"  I  send  you  a  letter  marked  A,  without  a  date,  which 

**  may  be  of  use  for  you  to  see,  but  please  return  a  copy  to 

'^  me,  and  the  two  other  originals  of  the  24th  and  26th 

**  June. 

"  I  am,  dear  Sir,  yours  very  truly, 

"  N.  Werje. 
"  R  D.  PooU,  Esq." 


issa 
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The  Anfiwer  of  the  Defendants  Poole  and  Johnson  was 
to  the  same  effect. 


22^'  Kincaid  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  and  did  not  appear. 


Statement 


The  only  material  evidence  not  appearing  on  the  plead- 
ings consisted  of  the  following  letters  : — 

«  39,  Upper  Cha/rloUe  Street, 
"  August  6th,  1861. 
•*  Dear  Kincaid — ^Receiving  no  reply  to  my  letter  of  the 
"  25th  ultimo,  I  called  at  your  office,  and  again  to-day.     I 
''  suppose  your  business  in  Paris  has  occupied  you  so  much 
"  that  you  forget  me,  but  it  has  put  me  to  great  inconve- 
"  nience,  as  I  was  to  be  in  Devon  on  the  7th.    It  was  in 
"  June  I  first  wrote  you  on  the  subject,  which  now  simply 
"  revolves  itself  into  this. — The  release  from  Were  and  £50, 
"  or  no  release  and  £\0&. — When  will  you  be  at  liberty  to 
•  "  see  me  on  the  point  ?    Hoping  you  are  well,  believe  me, 
"  in  haste, 

**  Tours  very  truly, 
"  C.  H.  Kvncaid,  Esq."  "  Jno.  Oawlet. 

"  9,  Lmcol/iCs  Inn, 

"  19th  August,  1861. 
"  Dear  Captain, — I  have  heard  from  Mr.  Were,  and  I 
<'  think  there  nrill  be  no  difficulty  in  arranging  the  sale  of 
'*  the  house.     Perhaps,  when  you  are  passing,  you  will  give 
"  me  a  look  in  on  the  subject. 

"  Yours  very  truly, 
"  Captain  Cawleyr  "  H.  D.  Poole. 


It  also  appeared,  that,  on  the  occasion  of  sumg  out  the 
elegit,  Were  had  given  a  false  account  of  the  origin  of  the 
debt,  which,  though  challenged  so  to  do,  he  had  not  in  any 
manner  attempted  to  explain. 
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Mr.  CattrM  and  Mr.  MasBey  DcmBon,  for  the  Plamtiff, 
now  urged  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  relactantlj  com- 
pelled to  come  into  this  Court  from  the  technical  rule  of 
law,  that  accord  and  satisfaction  could  not  be  pleaded  to  a 
judgment;  nor  could  the  payment  of  a  smaller  sum  be 
pleaded  in  bar  of  an  action  for  a  larger,  unless  there  were 
some  collateral  advantage  given ;  1  Smith,  L.  C.  (a),  Selr 
fcyvCa  N.  P.  (6),  Re  Corporation  of  Drogheda  (c).  If, 
however,  Ki/ncaid  had  been  exonerated  by  the  Statute  of 
Limitations  (and  this  was  Were^s  case),  then  his  undertaking 
was  an  advantage  to  fVere  sufficient  to  support  the  com- 
promise, but  for  the  judgment :  therefore,  there  was  a  com- 
jdete  case  for  equitable  interferenca  They  argued  that 
Were's  letter  of  the  21st  August  was  not  written  till  long 
after  its  date ;  but  that  at  any  rate  it  disclosed  the  existence 
of  a  correspondence  between  Were  and  Poole,  which  had 
been  denied  by  the  Answer. 
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Mr.  Sotdhgate,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Babi/ngton,  for  the  De- 
fendants : — 

There  never  was  any  concluded  agreement  Even  if 
there  had  been  such,  the  Plaintiff,  by  taking  out  a  sum* 
mens  for  the  payment  of  the  whole  £105,  disaffirmed  the 
same  and  cannot  now  set  it  up  against  us;  but  in  fact 
nothing  was  done  since  the  letter  in  which  Were  says  the 
Plaintiff  must  propose  terms  de  novo:  Holland  v.  Eyre  (d). 
Moreover,  the  agreement  is  not  enforceable,  Kincaid  has 
since  absconded,  and  the  parties  cannot  now  be  placed  in 
the  same  position  as  ihey  wera 

At  any  rate,  this  Bill,  by  seeking  to  set  aside  the  whole 
transaction,  has  precluded  the  Plaintiff  from  praying  spe- 
cific performance  of  the  agreement :  Lindsay  v.  Lynch  (e). 


(fl)  Pag.  295. 
(6)  Pag.  187. 
(c)  8  It.  C.  L.  19. 


(d)  2  S.  &  S.  194. 

(e)  2  Sc.  &  L.  1. 
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ArgtmumL 


Mr.  Oottrdl  in  reply : — 

The  object  of  the  Bill  is  to  carry  into  effect  an  agree- 
ment for  the  compromise  of  matters  in  bona  fide  litigation. 
Rincaid  was  throughout  Were's  agent,  and  we  may  treat 
everything  which  took  place  with  him  as  if  Were  had  him- 
self been  present. 


Judgment       ViCE-ChAKCELLOR  SiB  W.   PAGE  WoOD. 

This  case  has  been  veiy  well  argued ;  it  is  one  of  an  ex- 
tremely singular  character :  and  though  I  think  the  first 
part  of  the  Bill  open  to  very  serious  objections,  still  I  can- 
not deny  that  the  Plaintiff  has  evidently  been  treated  with 
vexy  considerable  harshness. 

The  Plaintiff  fails,  not  because  he  has  not  a  case  which 
might  have  succeeded  on  the  merits,  but  because  he  has 
not  chosen  to  firame  his  case  duly.  Had  he  been  contented 
to  rest  solely  on  the  agreement,  and  not  attempted  to  get  rid 
of  the  original  judgment,  he  might  have  succeeded.  The 
judgment  was  recovered  so  long  ago  as  1838,  and  after  sub- 
mitting to  it  without  question  till  1862,  he  now  attempts 
to  get  rid  of  it  in  a  very  singular  fashion.  [His  Honour 
here  read  the  account  given  in  the  Bill  of  the  manner  in 
which  the  judgment  had  been  obtained ;  see  ante,  page  50]. 

Even  on  this  narrative  the  Plaintiff  gave  Kineaid  suffi- 
cient power  to  deal  with  the  bill  of  exchange  as  he  pleased  ; 
and  Us  real  ground  of  complaint  is  against  Kineaid,  for 
not  giving  him  his  share  of  the  proceeds  of  the  bill ;  but 
that  does  not  affect  these  Defendants,  llien  comes  the 
judgment,  which  places  him  in  this  difficult  position,  that, 
in  order  to  escape  from  it»  the  whole  onus  of  making  a  case 
lies  upoD  him ;  but  his  only  attempt  to  invalidate  the  judg- 
ment is  this :  [His  Honour  read  the  passages  in  the  Bill 
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nUtiiig  to  the  rncoveiy  of  the  judgment^  see  ante,  page        MW^ 
67]. 

Then  it  is  said,  the  judgment  was  irregular  by  reason  of 
these  circumstances  ;  and  an  able  argument  was  addressed 
to  me  by  Mr.  Dcnoaor^  to  the  effect  that  I  was  to  assume 
that  the  judgment  was  to  be  treated  as  fraudulent  and 
Toid.  But  there  is  an  obvious  answer  to  this :  If  there  be 
inegularities  in  the  proceedings,  the  Plaintiff  has  or  had  a 
remedy  at  law;  but  such  irregularities  cannot  affi)rd  sufficient 
ground  for  coming  into  this  Court.  I  find  no  attempt  to  deal 
with  Pound  or  WiUiams,  and  not  even  a  distinct  all^ation 
in  the  Bill,  still  less  anything  like  proof,  that  there  was  any 
collusion  in  the  matter ;  so  that  this  seems  to  me  to  be  a 
perfectly  hopeless  contention. 

Tlie  second  part  of  the  case  is,  however,  substantiated  to 
such  an  extent  that  there  would  have  been,  I  think,  a  good 
case  for  the  Plaintiff  had  he  confined  himself  to  that.  [Sis 
Honour  then  read  the  7th  paragraph  of  the  Bill,  as  here- 
inbefore stated,  and  continued :]  There  is  a  material  altera- 
tion in  the  affidavit,  which  contains  this  passage,  '  I  was 
willing  to  have  settled  the  matter  upon  these  tem2S>  but  the 
said  Nicholas  Were^  when  I  saw  him  a  few  days  afterwards 
at  his  own  house,  said  that  he  thought  he  ought  to  have 
more'  (  Were  himself  states  that  he  said  he  should  have«f  1 00,) 
'  but  that^  before  concluding  the  arrangement^  he  must  con- 
sult Kinoaid  ;*  There  is  therefore  no  concluded  arrangement 
yet.  Then  Kincaidy  who  seems  to  have  recovered  from  his 
difficulties,  enters  into  partnership  with  Poole  and  Johnson, 
and  it  appears  that  the  firm  of  Poole,  Johnson,  ^  Kvr^ 
caid  were  Were's  London  agents ;  that  of  course  would 
not  authorise  them  to  conclude  an  agreement  of  this  sort. 

Then  we  have  the  following  transaction : — Kvncaid 
had  been  employed  by  the  Plaintiff  to  bring  an  action 
against  Lidstone  for   mesne  profits,  which  would  bring 
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moneys  into  his  hands  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiff;  and 
in  that  state  of  things  the  Plaintiff  writes  this  letter  [His 
Honour  read  the  letter  of  January  26,  1861 ;]  which  as- 
sumes throughout  that  Kincaid  had  authority  to  act  for 
Were.  In  answer  to  this  letter,  Kmccdd  wrote  the  letter 
of  April  16,  I86I :  [His  Honour  read  it.]  Here  you  have 
no  definite  agreement  yet,  but  you  get  a  long  way  towards 
it ;  Kmca4d  agrees  so  far  as  he  has  any  interest^  but  he 
was  up  to  that  time  CawLey*8  agent  only.  So  &x  the 
matter  is  a  proceeding  between  Cawley  and  Kmcaid  ;  then 
it  hangs  over  till  Jxme,  when  Kincaid  writes  to  Were 
the  letter  of  the  26th  Jxme  set  out  in  Were's  Answer, 
inclosing  Camley's  letter  of  June  24,  and  a  copy  of  his 
{Kimcaid's)  own  letter  to  Ca/wky  of  April  16.  I  may 
remark  that  Kim/xuidf  in  writing  to  Were^  says, ''  Cawley 
will  pay,"  not  "  I  will  apply ;"  so  that  there  is  nothing  here 
even  proposing  to  constitute  Kirioaid  Were's  agent  to 
receive  the  money. 

Were  does  not  come  into  the  arrangement  at  all;  but  he 
writes  some  letter,  of  which  he  says  no  copy  was  kept. 
That  has  been  made  the  subject  of  much  comment ;  but  I 
do  not  think  that  it  is  matter  for  comment  adversely  to 
Were;  it  is  pretty  plain  from  Kinoaid's  reply  what  the 
tenor  of  it  was.     That  reply  is  as  follows :   [His  Honour 
read  the  letter  of  10th  July,  1861  :]  and  then  Weire  an- 
swers, coming  in  in  a  certain  way  to  the  terms ;  but  he  says 
^  he  must  pay  the  costs  incident  to  the  transfer,  and  the 
£50."    Now,  when  I  look  at  the  manner  in  which  Were 
himself  speaks  of  this  transaction  in  the  letter  to  Poole  of 
August  21,  1861,    **  Kincaid  agreed  on  my  behalf  to 
take  £60  in  discharge  of  my  claim  ;"  I  should  have  been 
strongly  disposed  to  hold  that  there  was  a  concluded  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  Were  to  take  ^60  and  release  the 
Plaintiff;  and  I  do  not  think  that  the  fact,  that  the  letter  of 
July  11  was  not  answered,  would  open  the  agreement  in 
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any  way,  because  I  think,  that,  on  the  face  of  the  whole 
correspondence,  the  Plaintiff  would  have  had  to  pay  the 
costs  without  any  express  agreement 

What  did  in  fact  take  place  was  this : — Kvncaid,  for  Judgment, 
some  reason  of  his  own,  never  communicated  one  word 
of  all  this  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  we  find  him  (the  Plaintiff)  in 
the  letter  of  August  6, 1861,  complaining  of  this  silence ; 
and  this  letter  shows  that  he  was  then  in  ignorance  of  any 
concluded  agreement,  for  he  treats  the  matter  as  open :  he 
8ay%  in  effect,  to  Kmcaid,  you  have  £105  of  mine  in  your 
hands,  either  pay  me  £55,  and  get  me  Were's  release,  or 
pay  me  £105  without  the  release. 

But  though  I  think  there  was  an  agreement  by  Were  to 
take  j?50,  I  do  not  see  any  authority  to  Kincaid  to 
receive  the  money  for  him.  Mr.  Maasey  Dawson  says,  it  is 
a  case  of  accord  and  satis&ction,  and  that  payment  to  the 
attorney  is  sufficient — ^I  did  not  hear  Mr.  Southgate  on 
tliat— -No  doubt,  Kvneaid  had  the  money,  and  Ocmley  had 
made  him  his  agent  to  retain  the  £50,  and  pay  it  over 
to  Were,  but  what  evidence  is  there  of  an  assent  to  this 
by  Were  f  Authority  to  conclude  an  agreement  does  not 
involve  authority  to  receive  the  money ;  and  Were,  in  his 
letter  of  the  11th  July,  says  ''when  I  sign  the  transfer 
Cawley  is  to  pay,''  i.e.,  to  me.  Still,  on  the  whole  evidence 
I  should  have  been  inclined  to  hold  that  there  was  a  con- 
cluded and  binding  agreement  to*accept  ^50  in  discharge 
of  this  claim,  if  the  bill  had  been  originally,  or  were  by 
amendment,  so  framed  as  to  render  it  necessary  to  de- 
cide the  question.  / 

But  upon  this  biU,  I  think  I  cannot  give  any  relief  on 
the  footing  of  such  an  agreement  The  Plaintiff  files  his 
Bill  to  set  aside  the  whole  transaction,  and  then  he  says, 
"  I  offered,  for  the  sake  of  peace,  to  make  this  arrange- 
ment''   And  then  he  prays,  first,  that  the  whole  matter 

VOL.  I.  r 
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may  be  unravelled  from  the  commencement;  "That  the 
Defendants  may  be  decreed  to  do  all  such  acts  and 
deeds  as  shall  be  necessary  for  entering  up  satisfaction 
on  the  aforesaid  judgment,  and  for  removing  the  elegit 
upon  the  Plaintiff's  property,  without  the  payment  to 
them  by  the  Plaintiff  of  any  money  whatever ; "  and,  in 
the  second  place,  and  only  "  if  the  Court  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  the  Plaintiff  is  bound "  by  the  agreement,  he  asks 
that  the  agreement  may  be  performed. 

Now,  the  only  consideration  that  could  be  suggested  for 
the  agreement,  must  be  either :  1st,  A  compromise  of  dis- 
puted claims  in  respect  of  the  judgment;  or,  2nd,  As- 
suming that  the  debt  was  beyond  dispute,  then  the  accep- 
tance of  Kincaid's  suretyship  to  the  extent  of  ^50,  after 
the  remedy  against  him  on  his  original  liability  had  been 
barred  by  the  Statute  of  Limitations 

But,  looking  on  the  matter  as  a  compromise — and  this  is 
not  perfectly  clear  as  against  Were,  because  Kincaid  does 
not  say  anything  like  this  to  Were — ^but  even  assuming 
that  it  was  a  compromise,  it  cannot  be  established  by  such 
a  Bill  as  this,  which  is  directed  to  overturning  the  judgment: 
a  bill  in  this  form,  which  says,  overturn  the  agreement,  or,  in 
the  alternative,  confirm  it,  is  open  to  the  objection  which 
used  to  be  described  as  approbating  and  reprobating  the  same 
transaction.  All  question  of  compromise  has  ceased,  the 
Plaintiff  has  had  the  matter  tried  out,  and  it  has  been 
decided,  and  decided  against  him. 

Then,  on  the  other  ground,  you  have  a  mixed  consideration, 
and  you  cannot  get  rid  of  a  part  of  the  consideration  with- 
out abandoning  the  whole.  Kvncaid  was,  at  the  time  when 
this  agreement  was  entered  into,  a  solvent  man ;  and  if  this 
agreement  is  to  be  binding  because  of  the  liability  which  he 
undertook,  this  Plaintiff  cannot  come  here,  after  he  has  ab- 
sconded, to  affirm  it  for  the  first  time.     The  Plaintiff  never 
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adopted  the  agreement  till  after  bill  filed,  and  not  then 
except  in  this  way — He  says:  If  I  cannot  get  rid  of 
the  agreement  completely,  then  I  stand  upon  the  agree- 
ment In  fact^  till  he  sees  the  letters  in  the  answer,  he 
does  not  know  what  has  passed  between  Kvacaid  and 
Were^  I  am  dear,  therefore,  that  it  is  now  too  late  for 
him  to  rely  on  the  agreement^  aod  that  I  must  dismiss 
this  bill. 

There  remains  only  the  question  of  costs,  and  here  I 
have  been  put  into  some  difficulty  by  the  conduct  of  Pooh 
and  Johnson. 

The  Plaintiff  was  in  this  condition:  He  wanted  to 
aeUle  the  judgment,  in  order  to  enable  him  to  sell  his 
hooae ;  and,  accordingly,  finding  himself  entirely  in  the 
hands  of  his  solicitors,  he  made  a  proposition  to  them  for 
that  purpose.  Now,  on  the  19th  August,  after  Kincaid 
has  absconded,  Poole,  as  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor,  wrote 
him  this  letter.  [His  Honour  read  it]  The  expression 
''no  difficulty''  must  mean,  no  difficulty  with  reference  to 
your  views,  Le.,  of  getting  rid  of  the  judgment 

Then  there  is  the  denial  in  their  answer  that  there  had 
been  any  letters  other  than  those  set  out,  though,  from 
Wer^a  letter  of  August  21,  it  is  plain  that  there  was  some 
correspondence  which  had  not  been  disclosed. 

But  it  is  plain  if  these  gentlemen  had  done  their  duty  by 
their  client,  and  the  Plaintiff  had  known  all  that  was  in  the 
letter  of  the  21st  August,  he  might  at  once  have  put 
things  in  train  on  the  footing  of  the  agreement.  I  do  not 
agree  with  Mr.  Dawson,  that  the  letter  is  a  concocted 
letter — I  think  it  rather  a  frank  letter;  but  it  does  not 
appear  that  that  letter  was  communicated  to  the  Plain- 
tiff till  the  answer  was  put  in  in  this  suit ;  and  it  does 
appear  to  me,  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  solicitors  of 
CavHey,  who  had  got  letters  admitting  so  much  that  was 
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favourable  to  their  client  from  Were  who  was  not  their 
client,  and  therefore  whose  letters  were  not  privileged 
in  any  way^  to  communicate  that  information  at  once 
to  their  client^  and  not  allow  his  interests  to  suffer  by  his 
being  kept  in  the  dark,  still  less  themselves  afterwards  to 
take  advantage  of  his  ignorance.  If  Poole  had  acted  pro- 
perly towards  Cawley,  the  matter  might  have  been  brought 
to  a  termination,  and  might  have  resulted  in  Were  being 
bound  by  the  agreement ;  whereas  the  next  thing  they  do 
is,  that  on  being  summoned  to  pay  the  .£105,  they  shelter 
themselves  under  a  Gta,temeni thai Kincaid  had  the  money; 
(very  likely  he  had,  but  that  is  not  material) ; — ^they  would 
rather  throw  the  loss  on  their  client  than  on  the  partner- 
ship :  then  they  take  an  assignment  of  the  judgment  fix)m 
Were, — I  say  they  had  much  better  hare  let  Were  act  for 
himself; — then  having,  as  they  say,  Were  as  their  debtor, 
who  is  a  perfectly  solvent  man,  they  rake  up  this  debt 
which  they  might  have  settled  to  their  client's  advantage, 
and  make  use  of  it  to  protect  themselves  against  that  dient's 
claims. 

I  think  Cawley  has  just  grounds  of  complaint  against 
them  ;  and  though  there  is  much  to  object  to  in  this  Bill,  I 
dismiss  it  without  costs. 


I  do  not  think  I  can  put  Were  in  any  better  position, 
considering  his  conduct,  and  particularly  that  he  has  left 
unexplained  a  most  extraordinary  statement  made  by  him 
in  another  C!ourt,  and  that  although  he  was  expressly 
challenged  to  explain  it 

The  Bill  will  be  dismissed  without  costs  as  against  all 
the  Defendanta 
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186a. 

BARNARD  ».  BAGSHAW.  7^?J.'*"x 

Jotni- Stock 

In  be  the   lake  BATHURST  AUSTRALASIAN  SkJZ^Z^^ 
GOLD  MINING  COMPANY.  ^Bo^&fit' 

Holder. 

This  was  a  BIU  on  behalf  of  all  the  Shareholders  in  the  ^^J^^ 
aboye>mentioned  Company,  praying  in  effect  for  a  StockCompany 
winding  up  thereof,  and  for  accounts  against  the  Directors ;  issued  fraudu. 
and  particularly  praying  that  an  account  might  be  taken  of  ISe^Jirchi^"/ 
the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  such  of  a  certain  lot  of  40,000  ?n  ttemwk^ 
ahares,  mentioned  in  the  Bill  to  have  been  obtained  by  the  before  any  BiU 
Defendant  Nathaniel  Iron  as  the  consideration  for  the  pur-  to  impeach  the 
diase  of  600  acres  of  land,  as  had  been  sold  by  the  Defendants  en^tkitdf  on  a" 
Matthews,  Knell .  Harvey,  Iron,  Bell,  Bevan,  Sir  Edward  winding-up  ol 

^  the  Company, 

Bdcher,  and  Boyle,  respectively,  or  any  of  them  ;  and  that  notwithstand- 
the  said  Defendants  might  be  ordered  respectively  to  repay  |^^  notvdth.' 
the  same  to  the  Company,  to  be  dealt  with  as  part  of  the  h^boJJ^^hfthe 


thereof,  and  to  deliver  up  the  scrip  .certificates  of  BharoBatayery 

SQch  of  the  said  shares  as  then  remained  in  their  respeo-  to  prove  on 

ttre  possesion  or  power  undisposed  of;  and  particularly  ^^h  the'other 

that  the  Defendant  Boyle  might  be  ordered  to  account  for  '?*  q^^^^^*"  °* 

the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  such  of  the  1,750  shares  in  the  who  bought 

Bill  stated  to  have  been  delivered  to  him  by  the  Defend-  par:  but  this 

ant  Iron  as  he  had  sold,  and  to  deliver  up  such  of  them  as  Jot  «tend^  to* 

he  had  not  sold.  "7  P«"on  who 

purchased  his 

,  ._-  _.  ,.  <.ijyv/xyv  shares  after  the 

The  material  facts  relating  to  the  issue  of  the  40,000  filing  of  the 

shares   in  question  were  the   following  : — In   December,  vendol^wM  a** 

1851 ,  the  Defendants  Matthews  and  KneU  claimed  to  be  en-  ^° J  fidehoider 

'  of  the  shares 

titled  to  a  tract  of  500  acres  at  Lake  Bathurst;  and,  by  an  before  Bin  filed; 

agreement,  dated  8th  December,  1851,  this  tract  was  agreed  proof  that  such 

to  be  sold  to  the  Defendants  BeU,  Iron,  Sir  E.  Belcher,  ^^o^^'**" 
and  Harvey,  for  jei7,000,  to  be  paid  as  follows :— .£^3,000 
down  in  cash  or  approved  securities,  and  od  4,000  on  or 
before  8th  March,  1852 ;  and  the  purchasers  agreed  forth- 
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with  to  use  their  best  endeavours  to  get  up  a  Company  to 
work  the  land  as  a  gold  mining  speculation. 

On  the  execution  of  the  agreement,  the  purchasers  gave 
the  vendors  three  promissory  notes  for ^1,000  each;  and 
these  were  deposited  with  Mr.  Terrell^  the  solicitor  of  the 
vendors. 

The  proposed  Company  was  then  formed^  the  promoters 
being  the  purchasers  and  the  Defendants  Bagahaw,  Sevan, 
Denny,  and  Boyle,  and  two  persons  named  Swann  and 
Richards. 

It  was  agreed  that  Sir  E.  Belcher  and  BeU  should  be 
two  of  the  Directors  of  the  Company ;  and  they,  therefore 
(colourably,  as  the  Bill  stated),  released  all  their  interest  in 
the  land  to  the  Defendants,  Harvey  and  Iron, 

By  an  agreement  dated  26th  January,  1852,  and  made 
between  Harvey  and  Iron,  as  owners  of  the  lands,  of  the 
one  part,  and  Svxxmm,  and  Richards,  on  behalf  of  themselves 
and  the  Directors  of  the  Company,  of  the  other  part^ 
Harvey  and  Iron  agreed  to  sell  the  said  600  acres  to 
Swann  and  Richa/rds  for  ^40,000,  to  be  paid  as  follows  : — 
As  soon  as  the  shares  had  been  allotted,  and  £20,000  paid 
thereon,  Harvey  and  Iron  were  to  receive  £5,000,  and  they 
were  to  have  a  further  sum  of  ^5,000  out  of  every  £10,000 
afterwards  paid  up,  until  the  paid-up  capital  had  reached 
^50,000,  at  which  time  they  would  have  received  ^0,000  in 
cash,  and  the  remaining  .£20,000  was  to  be  paid  in  £1  shares 
of  the  Company.  It  was  further  agreed  that  Svxinn  and 
Richards  were  not  to  be  under  any  personal  liability, 
but  were  merely  to  be  treated  as  agents  for  the  Company. 
The  Company  was  then  brought  out  as  a  Cost 
Book  Company,  with  a  capital  of  «eiOO,000,  in  £\ 
shares,  not  liable  to  further  call ;  and  the  first  Board  of 
Management  were  announced  to  be  the  Defendants  Sir 
E.  Belchei%  Bagshaw,  Sevan,  Sell,  and  Denny, 
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The  shares  of  the  Company  were  made  transferable 
simply  by  transfer  of  the  scrip  certificate. 

On  the  22nd  July,  1852,  the  Defendant  Boyle  was 
substituted  for  Sir  E.  Bdcher  as  a  Director. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  25th  August^  1852,  Harvey  and 
Iron  agreed  to  accept  40,000  shares  of  £1  each  as  the  con- 
sideration for  the  land;  and  scrip  certificates  for  such  40,000 
shares  were  thereupon  issued  to  them. 

The  Bill  then  stated  that  Harvey  and  Iron  thereupon 
transferred  12,000  shares  to  Matthews  and  Knell,  as  part 
of  the  consideration  for  the  sale  by  them ;  and  that  Ha/rvey 
retained  2,010  shares  himself;  and  that  Iron  had  possessed 
himself  of  the  remaining  25,990  shares,  and  had  dis- 
tributed them  between  himself  and  the  other  Defendants  in 
some  manner  not  known  to  the  Plaintifil 

It  further  stated,  that  1,750  paid  up  shares  had  been 
delivered  to  the  Defendant  Boyle  by  the  Defendants 
Harvey,  Bell,  and  Iron;  and  that  they  had  obtained  such 
shares  without  the  payment  of  any  money  consideration 
therefor. 

The  objects  for  which  the  Company  had  been  formed 
entirely  failed,  and  the  Company  never  commenced  opera- 
tions at  alL 

Under  these  circumstances  the  Bill  was  filed. 

By  the  decree  made  at  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  dated 
9th  August,  1856,  it  was  declared  that  the  agreement  of 
the  26th  January,  1852,  was  not  binding  on  the  Company ; 
and  that  the  sale  of  the  500  acres  thereby  purported  to  be 
made,  was  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  Company ;  and 
that  the  indenture  of  25th  August,  1 852,  was  similarly  void ; 
and  that  such  agreement  and  indenture  respectively  ought  to 
be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled  :  and  it  was  declared,  that  the 
Defendants  Iron,  Bdl,  and  Sir  E,  Belcher,  and  the  estate  of 
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Harvey,  and  the  Defendant  Boyle  to  the  extent  of  1,750 
shares,  were  jointly  and  severally  liable  to  make  good  to  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  other  shareholders  in  the  Company  the 
amount,  not  exceeding  £1  per  share,  which  should  be 
established  as  a  demand  recoverable  against  the  assets  of 
the  Company  by  the  respective  holders  of  any  of  the  40,000 
shares  delivered  to  Iran  and  Harvey;  and  that  the  De- 
fendants Bagehaw,  Bevan,  Denny,  and  Boyle  were  jointly 
and  severally  liable  to  make  good  so  much  of  the  same 
demand  as  should  not  be  made  good  in  manner  aforesaid  : 
and  it  was  ordered,  that  an  inquiry  should  be  made  how 
the  40,000  shares  had  been  disposed  of  by  Iron  and 
Harvey ;  and  the  usual  accounts  were  ordered  against  the 
Directors^  and  the  ordinary  winding-up  order  made. 

By  the  Chief  Clerk's  certificate,  dated  the  26th  May,  1862« 
and  duly  approved,  it  was  found  that  the  40,000  shares  in 
question  were  disposed  of  by  Iron  and  Harvey  as  follows : 
— Harvey   retained    2,010,    and    Iron   retained  37,990. 
Harvey  first  assigned  2,000  to  one  Batters  (who  represented 
that  he  had  sold  them  for  £1,500),  and  then  sold  the  re- 
maining ten  shares.     Iron  had  delivered  12,000  shares  to 
the  said  Mr.  Terrell,  for  KneU  and  Matthews;  and  there  was 
no  evidence  how  he  had.disposed  of  the  remaining  26,990. 
There  were  in  the  hands  of  the  official  assignee  of  Bagskaw 
.  1,936  shares,  part  of  the  40,000,  and  also  25  shares,  which 
were  at  once  furtlier  part  of  the  40,000  and  also  part  of  the 
700  in  respect  of  which  Denny  had  been  settled  on  the 
list  of  contributories.     The  persons  named  in  the  schedule 
were  the  only  persons  who  had  proved  claims  as  holders  of 
any  part  of  the  40,000  shares.     The  total  number  of  shares 
mentioned  in  the  schedule  amounted  to  3,510;  the  total 
amount  of  consideration  paid  for  them  to  £1,717  :  12 :  6. 
Of  these,  1810  appeared  to  have  been  purchased  before  the 
filing  of  the  Bill,  1510  after  that  date,  and  as  to  190  it 
was  not  foxmd  when  they  were  purchased     The  1510 
after-purchased  shares  were  distributed  as  follows : — 
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John  HumuM  Hatred, 

Naihanid  Lindo 
(the  PlainttTs  Solicitor 

Samud  Lowndes 
VkarLea  Pdbner  PhiUdps 


190  shares,  bought  at  58.  6(1.        1863. 
1 425     „         „         „  3«.  6d. 
600     „         „         „  28.  6d. 

'  395       „  n  »  1^-  ^'       StaiemmH. 


By  the  order  made  on  further  consideration,  dated  29th 
July,  1862,  it  was,  amongst  other  things,  ordered  that  the 
Defendants  Iron,  Bdl,  and  Belcher,  and  the  Defendant 
Bot^  as  to  £1,750,  should  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  and  the 
other  holders  of  original  shares^  such  a  sum  of  money  as  the 
Chief  Qerk  should  certify  to  be  payable  out  of  the  assets 
of  the  Company  to  shareholders  holding  part  of  the  40,000 
shares;  and  the  official  manager  was  to  be  at  liberty  to 
prove  against  the  estate  of  Harvey  for  the  amount  so  certi- 
fied ;  and  in  case  a  full  payment  were  not  obtained  in  manner 
aforesaid,  it  was  ordered  that  the  Defendants  Bevcm,  Derniy, 
and  Boyle  should  make  good  the  deficiency ;  and  it  was 
ordered  that  the  cash  in  the  hands  of  the  official  manager 
should*    after   payment  of  certain  costs^   be  apportioned 
amongst  the  holders  of  original  shares  and  such  of  the  bona 
fide  holders  of  any  of  the  40^000  shares  as  should  have 
established,  or  before  the  apportionment  should  establish,  a 
daim  to  be  entitled  to  participate  in  the  funds  of  the  Com- 
pany ;  and  an  inquiry  was  ordered,  which  of  the  claimants 
in  respect  of  any  of  the  40,000  were  holders  for  value  of 
their  shares  before  the  filing  of  the  Bill,  or  now  held  shares 
by  title  derived  firom  such  last-mentioned  holders  of  shares ; 
and  an  inquiry  under  what  circumstances  Nathaniel  Lindo, 
the  solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff,    acquired    such    shares  as 
appeared  to  have  been  purchased  by  him  after  the  filing  of 
the  Billy  and  whether  he  was  entitled  in  respect  of  such 
shares  to  participate  in  the  assets  of  the  Company.     Under 
this  order,  the  Chief  Clerk  called  upon  the  claimants  above 
named  to  show  that  the  shares  bought  by  them  after  the 
filing  of  the  Bill  had  been  purchased  of  persons  who  were 
bona  fide  holders  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  Bill 
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and  Lowndes  had  been  cross-examined. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  claimants  other  than  Lindo  was, 

statmeni.  that  they  had  purchased  on  the  Stock  Exchange,  and  did 
not  know  who  their  vendors  were;  but  FhiUips  and 
Lowndes  stated,  on  cross-examination,  that  they  had  heard, 
previous  to  their  purchasing,  that  some  proceedings  were 
on  foot  to  recover  money  from  the  Directors  for  the  scrip- 
holders,  but  that  they  did  not  know  the  nature  of  the 
decree ;  and  similar  knowledge  was  assumed  against  the 
other  persons  similarly  situated.  Lindo,  by  his  affidavit^ 
stated  that  he  had,  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  Bill,  purchased 
several  shares  in  the  Company;  and  that,  believing  he 
should  sustain  a  considerable  loss,  he  purchased  other 
shares  from  various  persons,  at  prices  averaging  08.  6(2.  per 
share,  for  the  purpose  of  reducing  that  loss ;  and  he  said, 
that  when  he  so  purchased,  he  was  not  possessed  of  any  in- 
formation, as  solicitor  to  the  Flainti£^  which  was  not,  or 
might  not  have  been,  equally  known  to  all  the  shareholders 
in  the  Company  ;  and  he  stated  that  he  had  not  purchased 
any  shares  since  the  decree. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  Chief-Clerk  referred  the 
following  questions  to  the  Court : — 

First — Whether  the  persons  who  were  not  the  holders  of 
any  of  the  shares  (part  of  the  40,000)  for  value  before  the 
filing  of  the  Bill,  but  who  now  hold  such  shares  without 
showing  that  their  title  is  derived  from  such  last-mentioned 
holders  of  shares,  are  entitled  to  participate  in  the  funds ; 
and  if  so,  whether  at  per  share,  or  on  the  amount  they 
paid  per  share  ? 

Second. — ^Whether  Lmdo  is  entitled  to  participate  at  all 
in  respect  of  the  sliares  bought  by  him  since  the  filing  of 
the  Bill ;  and  if  so,  at  what  rate  ? 
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Mr.  RooAurgh  (with  whom  was  Sir  Hugh  Cai/rns,  Q*C.) 
for  the  0£Bcial  Manager,  stAted  the  question  to  the  Court. 

Mr.  SrccmstoTi,  for  the  Defendant  Denny : — 

It  is  impossible  to  treat  these  purchases  as  valid,  without 
depriving  the  accountable  parties  of  all  the  benefit  given 
them  by  the  order  on  further  consideration. 

At  any  rate, the  holders  can  only  recover  a  dividend  on  what 
they  actually  paid,  not  on  the  nominal  value  of  the  shares  : 
the  latter  course  would  have  the  effect  of  putting  them  in 
a  better  position  than  the  original  bona  fide  shareholdem 

As  to  Lindo,  if  this  matter  were  a  bankruptcy^  the  case 
would  be  concluded  by  authority :  Ex  parte  Lacey  (a),  Ex 
parte  Jame8(b),  Ex  parte  Bermet  (c). 

Mr.  Gijfard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  BoviU,  for  the  Defendant  Sir 
Edward  Bdcher  :— 

There  never  was  any  real  litis  contestatio  as  to  the  sus- 
pected sharea  These  shares  were  a  mere  chose  in  action, 
and  no  one  could  buy  them  without  being  bound  by  his 
vendor's  equities. 

Mr.  Jeasel,  for  Lindo. — The  declaration  only  points  to 
"bona  fide  holders,"  not  adding  the  words#  •* without 
notice ;"  and  I  am  a  holder  for  value  actually  paid,  there- 
fore a  bona  fide  holder.  I  gave  Ss.  Gd,  a  share  for  these 
shares ;  and  the  second  inquiry,  which  is  merely  pointed  at  my 
position  as  Solicitor  of  the  Plaintiff,  has  not  any  operation 
till  there  is*some  reason  to  believe  that  I  shall  get  more  than 
that ;  whereas,  in  the  present  case, I  shall  at  most  only  get  Is. 

Mr.  Boxburyh  in  reply. — ^This  is  a  Cost  Book  Company, 
and  the  shares  pass  by  delivery  of  the  scrip  certificates.  If 
no  one  could  make  a  title  to  such  shares  after  the  insti- 
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tation  of  a  suit^  the  mere  existence  of  the  miit  would  put 
an  end  to  the  undertaking ;  which  cannot  be  supposed.  It 
is  perfectly  impossible  to  get  any  evidence  to  enable  us 
to  trace  transactions  on  the  Stock  Exchange.  These 
shares  were  purchased  in  open  market. 

Unless  you  are  prepared  to  say,  that  no  one  can  sell 
his  shares  in  such  a  Company  after  a  Bill  has  been  filed 
against  the  Company,  which  is  just  the  time  when  specu- 
lative purchases  are  rife,  you  must  uphold  the  claim  of 
these  holders. 


Ju^ment.       ViCB-ChAKCKLLOE  SiE  W.  PAGE  WoOD  : — 

I  think  there  cannot  be  any  question  as  to  the  meaning 
of  the  decree.  The  course  taken  was,  that  the  gentlemen 
who  are  bound  to  indemnify  the  general  body  of  share- 
holders, desired  an  inquiry  in  order  to  ascertain  who  are  bona 
fide  holders  of  the  suspected  share&  Upon  this  there  were 
three  distinct  inquiries  ordered,  or  rather  a  declaration  made 
and  two  inquiries  directed,  beginning  with  a  direction  to 
apportion  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  official  manager 
amongst  the  holders  of  original  shares  and  such  of  the  bona 
fide  holders  of  any  of  the  40,000  shares  as  should  establish 
their  claims  as  therein  pointed  out  [His  Honour  read  the 
passage  from  the  order.] 

Then  a  point  is  made  as  to  who  are  intended  by  the 
term  'bona  fide  holders.'  I  think  that  was  clearly 
aimed  at  persons  who  had  held  their  shares  before 
the  Bill  was  filed.  I  arrive  at  that  conclusion  thus: — 
I  do  not  look  on  scrip  certificates  of  this  sort  as 
mere  choses  in  action,  nor  as  importing  notice  to  every 
holder.  I  did  not  treat  them  so ;  but  I  allowed  those  who 
purchased  before  there  was  a  possibility  of  notice,  that 
is,  before  Bill  filed,  to  retain  all  the  advantages  of  their 
purchase,  considering    them  as  ])ona  fide  holders,  some- 
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what  on  the  analogy  of  purchasen  of  bills  of  exchange 
daring  their  carrency;  others  were  not  so  considered :  but 
Uien  the  other  branch  of  the  declaration  was  introduced  in 
their  &vour^  yiz.  that  if  any  one  held  by  a  title  derived 
firom  a  person  who  would  himself  have  been  entitled  to 
rank  as  a  bona  fide  holder,  Le.,  who  purchased  before  bill 
filed,  he  was  to  be  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  his 
vendor. 


1868. 
Babhabd 
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Baoshaw. 
Jwdgmeni, 


The  result  of  that  was  to  throw  it  upon  every  one  who 
purchased  after  bill  filed*  to  shew  that  his  vendor  had 
been  a  bona  fide  holder  before  bill  filed ;  of  course,  if  that 
were  not  so,  the  vendor  might  have  been  one  of  the  very 
persons  who  took  the  firaudulent  shares  in  the  first  instance. 


Then  I  am  told  that  the  inquiry  involves  an  impos- 
sibility. How  (said  Mr.  Roxburgh)  can  a  man  who 
buys  shares  in  open  market  on  the  Stock  Exchange,  know 
anything  about  the  man  from  whom  he  bought  them? 
And  how  can  any  man  venture  to  buy  shares  in  the  market, 
if  he  is  to  be  hampered  with  the  prior  title  ?  It  seems 
to  me  that  the  simple  answer  to  that  argument  is,  (and 
I  do  not  think  that  I  am  creating  any  difficulty  as  to 
dealings  with  shares  in  general),  that,  as  soon  as  the  Bill 
was  filed,  persons  dealing  with  these  shares  must  be  taken 
to  have  known  that  a  grievous  fraud  had  been  committed, 
and  that  it  was  the  desire  of  persons  who  would  be  afiected 
by  the  firaud  to  protect  themselves  firom  the  consequences 
thereof,  and  therefore  they  must  be  taken  to  have  purchased 
shares  which  they  knew  to  have  been  issued  in  firaud ;  and 
firom  this  it  would  naturally  follow,  that  such  purchasers 
could  not  stand  higher  than  their  vendora 


I  must  therefore  hold,  that  these  claimants  cannot  es- 
tablish a  right  against  the  fund,  unless  they  can  show  that 
the  persons  from  whom  they  purchased  were  bona  fide 
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holders  for  value  before  bill  filed.    If  that  is  not  susceptible 
of  proof  I  cannot  help  it. 

Then,  as  regards  Linda,  the  additional  inquiry  directed 
as  to  him  did  not  in  any^  manner  relieve  him  from  this 
onus ;  and  I  must  add,  that  I  do  not  think  that  he  can  be 
held  to  have  established  his  claim. 

Some  point  was  made  as  to  restricting  the  proof  in  re- 
spect  of  these  shares ;  but  I  cannot  assent  to  that  view.  Any 
one  entitled  to  prove  must  prove  like  any  other  shareholder. 

The  costs  of  all  parties  of  this  application  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  fund  in  the  winding  up^ 


JfirU  90th. 

Practice — 
Cosia—MotUm, 

On  a  Defendant 
submitting  to 
Plaintiff's  de- 
mands, the 
Plaintiff  onght 
not  to  bring  the 
canse  to  a  hear- 
ing without 
first  applying 
for  Defendant's 
oonsent  to  have 
the  ooets  dis- 
posed of  on  mo- 
tion.   But  if 
the  Defendant 
objects  to  that 
course,  amo- 
tion that  the 
Defendant  may 
pay  the  costs 
of  the  suit,  will 
be  refused. 

ArgumetU, 


MORGAN  V.  GREAT  EASTERN  RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

In  this  case>  Mr.  Danid,  Q.C.  and  Mr.  Bird,  on  behalf 
of  the  Plaintiff  moved  to  stay  proceedings ;  and  that  the 
Defendants  might  be  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit 

The  Bill  was  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  payment 
of  certain  dividenda  The  Defendants  had  subsequently 
submitted  to  the  PlaintifiTs  demand,  and  the  injunction  was 
thereupon  dissolved^  the  whole  object  of  the  suit  having  been 
attained. 


Mr.  Molt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wigram,  for  the  Defendants : — 
We  have  not  consented  to  the  costs  being  disposed  of 
on  motion,  and  the  suit  must  be  brought  to  a  hearing: 
wade  V.  WUde  (a). 


(a)  10  W.  R.  503. 
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VlCB-CHANCfKLLOB  S3  W.  PAGE  WOOD  :— 

The  practice  seems  to  be  this: — According  to  Sivell 
T.  Abraham  (a),  a  Plaintiff  under  these  cicumstances  is 
bound  to  make  an  application  to  the  Defendant  to  have 
the  costs  disposed  of  on  motion,  and,  unless  he  does  so, 
is  preduded  from  having  the  extra  costs  occasioned  by 
going  on  to  a  hearing.  But  if  the  Defendant  refuses  to  allow 
the  matter  to  be  disposed  of  on  motion,  Wilde  v.  Wilde 
decides  that  the  case  cannot  be  so  dealt  ivith.  Here  the 
Defendants  do  object.  The  motion  therefore  must  be 
refused. 

(a)  8  Beav.  598. 
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Re   ENGLISH   AND   IRISH    CHURCH   AND 
UNIVERSITY  ASSURANCE  SOCIETY.— No.  1. 

Hunt's  ANNurry  Case. 

LhE  English  and  Irish  Church  and  University  As- 
surance Society  was  registered  on  the  30th  of  July,  1858, 
and  was  ordered  to  be  wound  up  on  the  -tth  of  November, 
1861. 

The  Petitioner  Catheriru  HwrU,  on  the  5th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1855,  purchased  from  the  Society  an  annuity  of 
jei50  for  her  life. 

The  annuity  deed  witnessed,  that,  in  consideration  of 
^1600,  ''the  funds  and  property  of  the  said  Society  shall, 
according  and  subject  to  the  deed  or  deeds  of  settlement 
of  the  said  Society,  be  liable  to  pay  to  the  said  CathervM 

uumitj,  withmit  takinx  any  preliminary  proceedings  (o  establish  the  emonnt 


1868. 

i>ee.l9C»,S0lA. 

Windrng-^ 
AeU—Tntat- 
vent  Company 
—Proof  qf 
Valne  of  An- 
nuity, 

Under  a 
winding-ap, 
subsequent  to 
the  Winding-up 
Amendment 
Act  of  1857, 
and  prior  to  the 
Joint  Stock 
Companies' 
Act,  186S— 
Held,  ihM,t,on 
the  Company 
being  found  to 
be  insolvent,  an 
annuitant  was 
entitled  to 
prove  under  the 
winding»up  for 
the  estimated 
value  of  the 
as  a  debt. 


80  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

1862.  Hwnt  or  her  assigns^  during  the  whole  contmuanoe   of 

Bb  Ekousb  her  life^  the  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  J^ISO,"  by  equal  half- 

Chtoc^!Sd  y®^'y  paymente,  on  the  10th  of  November,  and  the  10th 

UNITSB8ITT  of  May,  in  every  year.    And  the  deed  contained  the  foUow- 

SoozBTT.  ing  proviso  :— 

**  Provided  also,  that  the  capital  stock,  and  other  the 
funds  and  property  of  the  said  Society  applicable  to  the 
payment  of  life  annuities,  shall  alone  (subject  however 
to  aU  prior  claims  and  demands  thereon  in  pursuance  of 
the  provisions  of  the  said  deed  or  deeds  of  settlement,)  be 
liable  to  answer  and  make  good  all  claims  and  demands 
upon  the  said  Society  in  reqpect  of  this  policy.  And  that 
the  remedy  of  the  said  assured,  and  of  every  other  per* 
son  or  persons  making  any  such  claim  and  demand  shall 
be  against  the  Society  collectively  and  the  funds  of  the 
said  Society,  and  not  against  the  proprietors  or  other 
holders  of  shares  in  the  capital  of  the  said  Society  indi- 
vidually. And  that  neither  the  Directors  signing  this  policy 
nor  any  other  proprietor  or  other  holder  or  holders  of 
shares  in  the  capital  of  the  said  Society,  shall  be  liable  in 
respect  of  any  such  claim  or  demand,  further  or  otherwise 
than  to  pay  to  the  funds  of  the  said  Society  so  much  and 
such  part  of  his,  her,  or  their  share  or  shares  in  the  said 
capital  as  shall  not  for  the  time  being  have  been  paid  up  ; 
and  that  all  liability  in  respect  of  this  poliqr  of  any  pro- 
prietor or  other  holder  or  holders  of  shares  in  the  capital 
of  the  said  Society,  shall,  upon  the  full  amount  of  his,  her, 
or  their  share  or  shares  in  the  said  capital  being  paid  up, 
absolutely  cease  and  determine.'' 

The  annuity  deed  was  under  the  seal  of  the  Company, 
countersigned  by  three  Directors. 

The  annuity  had  remained  unpaid  since  the  10th  of 
May,  1861. 
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In  October,  1861,  a  notice  was  sent  to  the  annuitant 
from  the  Society,  stating  that  the  Society  "  had  from  the 
SOth  of  June  last  been  amalgamated  with  the  British 
Nation  Life  Assurance  Association,  where  the  business 
would  thenceforth  be  carried  on,"  and  also  a  notice  from  the 
British  Nation  that  the  terms  of  all  policies  would  remain 
unaltered. 

On  the  12th  of  March,  1862,  the  manager  of  the  British 
Nation  wrote  to  Miss  Hurdt  to  the  efiFect  that  a  cheque  for 
the  amount  due  on  her  annuity  was  ready  for  her. 

The  annuitant  never  did  any  act  to  assent  to  the  transfer 
of  the  business,  and  now  claimed  to  prove  for  the  value  of 
her  annuity. 

Mr  Chitty,  for  the  annuitant,  relied  on  Evans  v.  Coven- 
try  (a)  as  establishing  the  right  to  prove  for  the  value  of  an 
intoeat  of  this  description. 

Mr.  LiiUe,  for  the  Official  Manager. — ^The  case  otEvans 
T.  Coventry  was  not  under  the  Winding-up  Acts,  and  has 
therefore  no  application  to  this  case,  which  must  be 
governed  by  the  language  of  the  statutes,  and  that  does  not 
authorise  a  proof  on  the  valuation  of  a  claim  such  as  this. 

The  Winding-up  Act,  1848  (11  &  12  Vict  c.  45),  pro- 
vides, by  sect  58,  that  the  rights  and  remedies  of  creditors 
are  not  to  be  enlarged  or  altered.  It  is  true,  that  the  74th 
section  enacts  that  proof  shall  be  made  in  the  same  manner 
as  in  bankruptcy;  but  that  is  evidently  meant  to  incorporate 
the  practice  as  to  the  mode  of  proving  debts,  not  to  alter 
the  extent  of  the  rights  of  creditprs,  which  is  fixed  by  the 
earlier  section;  and,  therefore,  the  clause  in  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Consolidation  Act  1849  (12  &  13  Vict  a  106, 
a.  175),  giving  an  annuitant  power  to  prove  for  the  value 
of  his  annuity,  is  not  incorporated  in  winding-up  proceed- 
ings, which,  until  the  recent  Act  (25  &  26  Vict,  a  89,  s. 

(a)  5  D.  M.  G.  911 ;  a  Dr.  75;  23  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  489 ;  26  Id.  400. 
VOL.  I.  O 
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168),  did  not  include  the  privilege  of  proving  for  contingent 
debts,  and,  in  fact,  were  not  originally  proceedings  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors  at  all,  but  merely  for  the  purpose  of 
contribution  among  the  partners  inter  se.  This  is  not  a 
case  under  the  recent  Act,  and,  therefore,  no  proof  for  con- 
tingent debts  is  admissible.  We  are  a  company  having  a 
power  of  dissolution,  which  we  have  chosen  to  exercise  ;  and 
in  doing  so  we  have  made  ample  provision  to  secure  all 
persons  in  the  position  of  this  annuitant^  by  finding 
another  responsible  company  which  will  undertake  the 
obligation.  To  pay  this  annuitant  the  iull  estimated  value 
of  her  contingent  claim  would  be  a  wrong  to  the  other 
policy  holders. 

[The  Yice-Chancellor. — That  was  done  in  Evans  y. 
Coventry.] 

Mr.  Little. — That  was  not  under  the  Winding-up  Acts. 
[He  referred  to  King  v.  Accvmitdative  Com'pany  (a).] 

Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Creditors'  Representative. 

Mr.  Vhitty,  in  reply. — I  do  not  rely  at  all  upon  the  clauses 
in  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  which  may  or  may  not  be  imported, 
but  on  the  principle  of  Evana  v.  Coventry,  which  is  just  as 
applicable  to  a  winding-up  case  as  to  an  ordinary  suit.  It 
is  to  be  observed,  that  a  creditor  is  defined  by  the  Winding- 
up  Act,  1848,  to  be  any  person  having  any  debt  or  demand 
enforceable  at  law  or  in  equity.  Evana  v.  Coventry  shows 
that  we  have  a  demand  enforceable  in  equity  for  the  full  value 
of  the  annuity,  and  therefore  we  may  prove  for  the  amount. 
The  present  winding  up  was  subsequent  to  the  Act  of  1857 
(20  &  21  Vict,  a  78),  by  which  a  winding-up  became,  by  the 
institution  of  the  creditors'  representative,  a  proceeding  for 
creditors  and  not  for  the  partners  alone.  Even  an  executor 
IS  bound  to  set  aside  funds  for  future  claims :  Johnson  v. 
Milh  (b). 

(d)  8  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  151.  (6)  1  Vea.  sen.  282. 
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Yice-Chakcellor  Sir  W.  Paoe  Wood  :— 

This  is  a  qaesiion  of  some  importance  in  principla  The 
claim  is  to  prove,  under  a  winding  up  (not  under  the  last  Act)| 
for  the  value  of  an  annuity  granted  by  the  English  and  Irish 
Church  and  University  Assurance  Society. 

The  argument  against  the  proof  is,  that,  according  to  the 
true  effect  of  the  contract,  there  is  no  actual  debt  at  present, 
and  therefore  the  annuitant  ought  not  to  be  admitted  to 
prove  as  a  creditor.  In  one  sense  it  is  true  enough,  that^ 
until  the  recent  Act,  which  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  no 
l^islative  provision  was  made  for  proof  as  under  a  bank- 
ruptcy in  respect  of  a  claim  of  this  description,  the  original 
statutes  having  been  framed  for  the  relief  of  the  partners 
only,  and  requiring  creditors  to  prove  merely  in  order  to 
enable  those  interested  in  the  partnership  to  ascertain  the 
extent  of  their  common  liabilities.  Subsequently,  it  was 
found  that  the  creditors  generally  obtained  payment  out  of 
the  assets  administered  in  the  winding-up  proceedings,  and 
not  by  any  independent  action  of  their  own  ;  and  then  it 
was  enacted,  that  the  creditors  should  appoint  a  representa- 
tive, and  should  be  deprived  of  their  liberty  to  take  pro- 
ceedings of  their  own,  unless  with  the  leave  of  the  Court 
The  same  Act  also  provided  that  the  Court  might  order  a 
dissolution.  This  was  the  state  of  the  law  when  the  wind- 
ing-up order  was  made  in  this  case.  What  I  have  to  con- 
sider, therefore,  is  the  position  of  a  creditor  against  th^ 
assets  of  a  company  upon  a  dissolution. 

Upon  the  authority  of  Evans  v.  Coventry ,  I  must  hold, 
that^  as  against  the  assets  of  a  dissolved  and  insolvent  com- 
pany, a  creditor  in  the  position  of  this  annuitant  is  not 
bound  to  wait  until  the  covenanted  payments  become  due, 
but  is  entitied  to  prove  for  the  present  value  of  the  claim. 

The  question,  no  doubt,  as  it  came  before  Vice-chancellor 

o  2 
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Ei/ndersley,  was  one  of  great  difficulty ;  but  he  decided  the 
point,  and  his  decree  was;  in  substance,  affirmed  by  the 
Lords  Ju8tice&  The  difficulty  took  this  shape  :  Were  the 
insurers  in  a  company  which  became  insolvent  to  continue 
paying  their  premiums,  taking  their  chance  of  the  company 
becoming  solvent,  but  also  running  the  risk  of  finding  that 
when  their  claims  matured  there  were  no  assets  to  meet 
them  ?  That  and  other  difficulties  were  all  pointed  out  by 
the  Vice-Chancellor,  the  policies  there  being  in  some  instan- 
ces to  assure  sums  payable  on  sickness,  an  event  which  might 
never  occur.  Under  those  circumstances,  the  Court  held 
that  all  the  claimants  were  to  be  let  in  to  prove  for  the 
value  of  their  claims. 


My  only  doubt  has  been  this — ^whether  the  principle 
so  settled  can  be  applied  immediately  to  a  proof  under 
the  Winding-up  Acts^  or  whether  it  might  not  be  neces- 
sary for  the  creditors  to  go  through  the  form  of  filing  a 
bill  to  establish  their  claims  to  be  let  in  to  prove  before  me 
in  these  proceeding&  The  necessity  for  some  steps  to 
establish  the  equitable  debt  before  proof,  was  insisted  on  in 
the  argument,  on  the  ground  that  the  Acts  provide  that 
the  rights  of  creditors  are  not  to  be  altered  by  force  of  the 
winding-up  proceedings.  But  if  the  Act  gives  a  power  to 
dissolve,  and  the  Court  does  dissolve  the  company,  the 
consequences  of  dissolution  must  follow ;  and  on  being  satis- 
fied that  there  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  insolvency  of  the  com- 
pany (as  to  which,  if  necessary,  I  will  direct  an  inquiry,)  I 
must  hold  that  any  person  having  a  claim  in  the  character 
of  an  annuitant  has  a  right,  not  by  force  of  the  Winding- 
up  Acts,  but  from  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  to  be 
regarded  in  equity  as  a  creditor,  and — without  the  form  of 
establishing  the  debt  by  a  suit — to  be  admitted  to  prove  for 
the  value  of  the  claim.  This  assumes  that  the  Company  is 
not  solvent ;  but|  if  desired,  there  will  be  an  inquiry  as 
to  that 
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Mr.  LitUe  elected  to  have  such  an  inquiry,  and  said  that 
the  Official  Manager  was  willing  to  pay  the  arrears  already 
aocmed. 


Obdbb  an  hkquiiy  whether  the  C!ompany  is  solvent.  The  Official 
Manager  to  pay  the  arrears  of  the  annuity  up  to  the  present  time. 

The  annuitant  to  have  the  costs  of  the  application ;  and  the  costs  of 
the  Offieial  Manager  and  of  the  Creditors*  Bepresentative,  notexceed« 
ing  X5,  to  he  allowed. 
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Bx  ENGLISH  AND  IRISH  CHURCH  AND  UNI- 
VERSITT  ASSURANCE  SOCIETY.— No.  2. 


186S. 
FtbnatgWk, 


Mayitk, 
The  Uw  of 

J.  HE  English  and  Irish  Church  and  University  Affiorance  •  bn^  'Jt  £• 
Socie^  was  registered  in  the  year  1853,  under  the  7th  &  ij.^  t^f^ 
8th  Vict,  c  110.  ^'"'."P" 

not  Bimply 
whether  the  tl- 
kged  partDsr  in»  to  reeeiTO  a  shara  of  profits,  bat  whether  he  oonttitQted  hit  alleged  co-part- 
BOTi  his  egenu  for  carrying  on  business.    The  receipt  of  profits  is  only  important  as  a  con- 
seqnence  of  sach  agency,  and  a  ground  for  inferring  it  in  oertain  cases. 

An  Asearaooe  Society  granted  policies  both  in  the  participating  and  non-participating  form. 
The  former  class  stipoltted  tliat  tlie  funds  and  property  of  the  Society  should,  subject  to  the 
deed  of  settlement,  be  liable  to  pay  the  sum  assured,  with  such  farther  sum  as  should,  pur- 
nuot  to  the  rules  of  the  Society,  be  appropriated  by  way  of  bonus  or  addition,  with  a  proviso 
declaring  that  the  fundsof  the  Society  should  alone  be  liable,  and  negativing  personal  liability. 
The  latter  class  stipulated  that  the  funds  and  property  of  the  Society  should,  subject  to  the  deed' 
be  liable  to  pay  the  sum  assurml  with  a  proviso  that  the  funds  of  the  Society,  by  the  deed 
applicaMe  to  the  payment  of  poIicie^  should  alone,  sutgect  to  prior  claims  thereon,  pursuant 
to  the  deed,  be  liable,  and  negativing  personal  liability. 

The  deed  provided  that  the  actuary  should  estimate  the  amount  of  profits,  that  this  esti- 
mate might  be  rejected  or  redoood  by  a  meeting  of  shareholders,  and  that  siz-tenihs  of  the 
diviable  profits  so  ascertained  should  be  apportioned  by  the  actuarj-,  as  he  thought  fair 
among  the  participating  policy-holders;— fleW,  that  such  policy-holders  were  not  partners.    * 

Beii  also,  that  claimants  under  both  classes  of  policies  were  entitled  to  be  paid  out  of 
the  aaseu  (the  Company  being  in  course  of  winding  up)  pari  passu  with  general  creditors,  as 
to  whom  the  liability  of  the  shareholders  was  unlimited. 

The  asseU  in  hand  being  insufficient  to  provide  for  all  claims,  keld^  that  the  general 
orediton  were  entiUed,  in  the  first  instance,  to  be  paid  pari  passu  with  the  policy-holders,  not- 
withstandmg  the  possibility  of  their  recovering  further  sums  from  individual  shareholdent 
and  that  tbs  quesUon  of  msnhalling  did  not  at  that  stsge  arise. 
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The  deed  of  eettlemeut  of  the  Company,  dated  the  27th 
of  June,  1853,  contained  proyisions  to  the  foUowing 
effect: — 

Clause  1.  "That  the  parties  of  the  first  and  second  parts^ 
all  of  whom  are  hereinafter  distinguished  by  the  title  of 
proprietors,  and  the  several  other  persons  who  shall  become 
proprietors  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  shall,  while  holding 
shares  in  the  capital  of  the  Society,  be  and  constitute  a 
joint-stock  company  under  the  name  of  The  English  and 
Irish  Church  and  University  Assurance  Society.  .  .  ." 

By  clause  5,  the  capital,  subject  to  certain  powers  of 
increasing  or  reducing  the  same,  was  fixed  at  j^lOO^OOO,  in 
20,000  £5  shares. 

By  clause  6,  all  persons  who  subscribed  for  or  acquired 
shares  were  to  be  admitted  as  proprietors. 

By  clause  10,  and  the  following  clauses,  annual  general 
and  extraordinary  meetings  were  directed  to  be  held  of 
the  proprietors,  to  whom  votes  were  given  according  to  the 
amount  of  their  share& 

Clause  75.  **  That,  for  affording  greater  facility  and  pro- 
tection to  dealings  of  the  said  Society  with  the  purchasers, 
borrowers,  lenders,  persons  effecting  guarantees  or  indem- 
nities, and  others,  every  deed  to  which  the  common  seal 
of  the  said  Society  shall  be  fixed,  shall,  in  favour  of  any 
person  or  persons,  or  body  or  bodies  politic  or  corporate 
other  than  the  said  Society,  by,  to,  or  with  whom  such  deed 
shall  be  made,  and  of  all  claimants  through  or  under  them, 
be  absolutely  binding  and  conclusive  upon  the  said  Society, 
and  exonerate  such  person  or  persons  ....  from  all  lia- 
bility to  take  notice  of  any  of  the  provisions  herein  con- 
tained, any  rule  of  equity  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding ; 
and  the  production  of  such  deed,  with  the  said  common 
seal  affixed  thereto,  shall  be  for  all  the  purposes  of  such 
deed  conclusive  evidence  against  the  said  Society." 
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Caaose  77.  ''That,  except  as  herein  specially  provided,  the 
board  of  directors  shall  not  contract  any  debts  on  behalf  of 
the  Society  other  than  such  as  shall  and  may  be  necessary 
for  carrying  the  objects  and  purposes  of  the  Society  into 
eflfoct" 

By  clause  99  the  directors  were  empowered  to  issue 
policies. 

Clause  103.  "That  all  policies  ....  shall  be  signed 
by  three  directors  at  least,  and  sealed  with  the  common 
seal  of  the  Society ;  and  all  policies  ....  so  signed  and 
sealed  shall  be  binding  on  the  said  Society.'' 

Clause  104.  "That  there  shall  be  inserted  in  every 
poliqr,  guarantee,  or  indemnity  to  be  issued  or  given  or 
granted  by  the  Society,  and  in  every  other  contract  to  be 
entered  into  on  behalf  of  the  Society  in  or  about  the 
premises,  a  clause,  condition,  or  proviso  limiting  the  scope 
and  effect  of  the  contract  thereby  created,  and  providing 
that  the  capital  and  funds  of  the  said  Society  for  the  time 
being  undisposed  of  according  to  the  deed  of  settlement, 
shall  alone  be  answerable  for  any  claims  under  such  policy, 
guarantee,  or  indemnity,  and  negativing  an  unconditional 
liability ;  and  that  no  director  or  member  of  the  Society 
shall,  upon  any  account  or  pretence  whatsoever,  be  subject 
or  liable  to  any  demand  in  respect  of  such  policy,  guarantee, 
or  indemnity,  further  than  to  pay  to  the  funds  of  the 
Society  the  full  amount  of  his  obligation  for  the  time  being 
in  respect  of  his  or  her  shares  in  the  capital  stock  of  the 
Society." 

Clause  105.  "  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  directors  to 
insert  in  or  attach  to  all  or  any  policies,  guarantees,  or 
indemnities,  or  other  grants  or  instruments  to  be  issued, 
granted,  or  given  by  them,  or  under  their  authority  or 
direction,  such  general  or  special  conditions,  clauses,  stipula- 
tions, and  agreements  as  they  shall,  from  time  to  time 
deem  expedient.*' 
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Clause  116.  "That  peTsons  effecting  assurances  with  the 
Society  shall  be  divided  into  two  classes:  one  of  such 
classes  to  be  called  'The  Participating  Class,'  and  the 
other  of  them  '  The  Non*participating  Class ;'  and  the 
directors  shall  have  power  to  make  such  differences  in  the 
amount  of  the  rates  of  premium  to  be  paid  by  persons 
effecting  assurances  who  shall  be  of  the  participating  and 
non-participating  classes  respectively,  as  to  them  shall  seem 
expedient.'' 

Clause  1 17.  "That  the  participating  class  shall  be  entitled 
to  share  in  the  profits  of  the  Society  in  the  manner  herein- 
after mentioned  ;  but  the  non-participating  class  shall  not 
be  entitled  to  share  in  any  of  the  profits  hereinafter  men- 
tioned." 

The  132nd  clause  provided  that  the  directors  should  be 
indemnified  out  of  the  funds  and  property  of  the  Society 
against  all  loss  in  consequence  of  any  contracts  entered 
into  on  behalf  of  the  Society,  or  any  acts  done  in  ainying 
the  objects  and  purposes  of  the  Society  into  effect 

Clause  1 72.  "That  there  shall  be  created  by  the  directors^ 
in  manner  hereinafter  mentioned,  out  of  the  moneys  and 
property  of  the  Society,  two  separate  funds,  to  be  respec- 
tively denominated  'The  Paid  Capital  Fund*  and  'The 
General  Fund ;'  and  that  separate  and  distinct  accounts  of 
such  respective  funds  shall  be  kept  in  the  books  of  the 
Society." 

Clause  173.  "  That  the  moneys  arising  from  payments 
made  and  to  be  made  in  respect  of  the  shares  in  the  capital 
of  the  Society,  shall  be  kept  as  a  distinct  fund  in  a  distinct 
account,  and  shall  be  denominated  '  The  Paid  Capital 
Fund.' " 

Clause  J  74.  "  That  the  dividends,  interest,  and  proceeds  of 
the  fund  called  the  Paid  Capital  Fund,  and  the  premiums 
and  other  moneys  to  be  received  upon  or  in  respect  of  all 
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ftSBoruioes,  endowments,  indemnities,  and  guarantees  respeo- 
tively  issued,  given,  and  granted  by  the  Society,  and  the 
moneys  to  be  received  under  or  in  respect  of  grants  by  the 
Society,  and  all  forfeitures  and  accumulations  of  what  shall 
be  so  received,  and  generally  all  other  of  the  moneys  of  the 
Society  not  belonging  to  or  to  be  carried  to  the  paid  capital 
fund,  shall  be  carried  to  another  account,  and  kept  as  a 
distinct  fund,  to  be  denominated  'The  General  Fund' '' 

Clause  176.  ''That  the  general  fund  of  the  Society  shall  be 
first  applicable  to,  and  shall  be  applied  in,  payment  of  all 
claims  on  the  Society  in  respect  of  the  assurances  of  both 
dasses,  and  in  respect  of  endowments,  guarantees,  and  in- 
demnities and  grants,  and  in  payment  of  all  other  liabilities 
of  the  Society,  and  of  interest  to  the  proprietors  on  their  paid- 
up  capital,  and  of  such  bonuses  as  are  hereinafter  authorised 
to  be  given  to  the  assured  of  the  participating  class,  and  also 
in  payment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  and  incidental  to 
the  establishing  and  setting  on  foot  the  Society,  including  the 
costs  of  these  presents,  and  the  outfitting,  furnishing,  repair- 
ing, and  altering  the  house  or  office  of  the  Society,  and  all 
oiher  preliminary  expenses  prior  to  complete  registration, 
and  also  in  payment  of  all  costs  and  expenses  of  the 
Society,  and  generally  of  carrying  on  the  business  of  the 
Society  and  incident  thereto ;  and  in  case  the  general  fund 
cannot  with  convenience  be  made  available  or  productive 
in  time  to  meet  such  payments,  or  shall  be  insufficient  to 
meet  the  same,  then  and  in  such  case  (but  not  in  any  other 
case)  a  competent  part  of  the  paid  capital  fund  shall  be 
applied  to  answer  and  make  good  such  deficiency;  and 
whenever  the  paid  capital  fund  shall  be  resorted  to,  the 
sum  or  sums  to  be  borrowed  or  taken  therefrom  shall,  as 
soon  as  can  be  and  circumstances  will  admit,  be  repaid  and 
replaced  out  of  the  general  fund,  which  shall  in  the  mean- 
time be  charged  with  the  sama" 

Clause  176.  "That  the  costs,  losses,  and  expenses  relating 
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1863.        er  incident  to  the  investment  in  any  manner  howBoever  of 
Ba  ETOUfls    tii6  paid  capital  fnnd  or  the  profits  thereof,  or  any  part 
Chubor^^s   ^^^^f  •^"^  ^  borne  and  paid  by  and  out  of  such  fund 
Ukitsbsitt    and  profits  respectively ;  and  the  costs^  losseSi  and  expenses 
SoaisTT.      Tdating  or  incident  to  the  investment  m  any  manner  how- 
soever of  the  general  fund  or  the  profits  thereof  shall  be 
borne  and  paid  by  and  out  of  such  fund  and  profits  re- 
spectively." 

Clause  177.  "  That  interest  on  the  amount  of  capital 
actually  paid  up»  at  a  rate  not  exceeding  £5  per  cent 
per  annum,  shall  commence  firom  the  1st  day  of  July,  1853, 
and  shall  be  due  annually  on  the  1st  day  of  July  in  every 
year,  and  be  payable  to  the  proprietora  at  the  expiration  of 
forty  days  from  each  of  those  days  respectively  out  of  the 
profits  of  the  Society,  and  the  accruing  interest  on  each 
share  shaU  be  annexed  to  and  pass  inclusively  with  the  share 
from  which  it  shall  arise,  or  any  transfer  of  that  share 
between  any  two  days  of  payment" 

Clause  178.  "That,  previously  to  the  annual  general 
meeting,  to  be  held  in  the  year  1859,  and  afterwards  at 
eveiy  fifth  annual  general  meeting,  or  oftener  if  the  di- 
rectors shall  from  time  to  time  think  fit,  the  directors  shall 
cause  to  be  made  by  the  actuary  or  consulting  actuary  for 
the  time  being  of  the  Society,  a  valuation  of  all  the  lia- 
bilities and  assets  of  the  Society  up  to  the  Slst  day  of 
December  in  the  preceding  year,  and  shall  cause  a  report 
in  writing  to  be  prepared,  containing  a  clear  and  faithful 
exposition  of  the  state  of  the  afiairs  of  the  Society,  and 
showing  distinctly  the  state  of  the  funds  and  property  of 
the  Society,  and  the  profits  thereof,  and  the  surplus  (if  any) 
of  the  general  fund,  after  valuing  and  deducting  all  unsatis- 
fied claims,  and  the  computed  value  of  all  the  liabilities  of 
the  Society,  and  all  such  other  particulars  as  the  directors 
shall  think  necessary  or  proper  for  enabling  the  pro- 
prietors to  form  a  just  estimate  and  opinion  of  the  real 
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fltato  of  the  sflBuxB;  funds,  and  property  of  the  Sodefy;  and        ises. 
such  account  and  report  shall  be  signed  by  the  actuary  or  bm  Bvaufa 
cmauhing  actuary  of  the  Society  for  the  time  being,  and  by    (^SwaTiSD 
Ae  principal  actuaiy  for  the  time  being,  at  the  foot  of  such    ^▼uutt 
report ;  and  audi  report  shaU  state  whether  or  not,  after      Soomr. 
making  ample  provision  for  all  the  eidsting  and  contingent 
liabilities^  risks,  daims,  and  demands  to  which  the  property 
of  the  Society  may  be  subject,  there  remains  such  a  surplus 
of  the  general  fund  as  will  justify  any  division  of  the  profits 
amongst  the  partidpating  class  of  assurers  and  the  pro* 
j^ietors  of  the  Sodety ;  and  the  amount  of  such  surplus, 
and  such  account  and  report  shall  be  submitted  by  the 
Chairman  of  the  said  annual  general  meeting  to  the  con- 
dderation  of  such  meeting ;  and  if  a  majority  in  number  of 
the  votes  of  the  proprietors  present,  either  personally  or  by 
piroxy,  at  such   meeting  shall  approve  of  the  roport  in 
r^;ard  to  the  surplus  of  the  general  fund,  and  the  recom- 
mendation as  to  a  division  of  such  surplus  of  the  general 
fund  amongst  the  participating  class  of  assurers  and  the 
proprietors  to  the  extent  roeommended  by  the  roport^  or  to 
any  less  extent  in  casesnch  cfivision  of  the  same  shall  be 
leoommended  as  aforesaid,  then  such  surplus  shall  be 
divided,  and,  subject  to  such  deduction  as  shall  be  made 
thereout  puisuant  to  the  next  succeeding  clause  of  these 
presBDts,  shall  be  paid  by  way  of  dividends  to  and  amongst 
the  participating  class  of  assurors  and  the  proprietors  of 
the  Sodety,  in  the  proportions  fdlowing  (that  is  to  say) : 
Six  equal  toith  parts  thereof  AbH  be  allotted  to  and 
divided  amongst  such  of  the  assured  of  the  participating 
dass  as  shall,  on  the  day  of  declaring  such  dividend  as 
afivesaid,  hold  a  poli^  or  poUcies  in  that  class,  and  which 
division  shall  be  made  by  the  actuary  or  consulting  actuary 
for  the  time  being  of  the  Sodety,  and  upon  sudi  prindples 
as  shall  appear  to  such  actuary  or  consulting  actuary  to  be 
£ur  and  equitable,  and  diall  be  paid  to  or  applied  for  the 
benefit  of  the  assured  in  the  partidpating  dass  in  manner 
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hereinafter  mentioned ;  and  the  remaining  four  equal  tenth 
parts  of  the  same  profits  shall  be  divided  amongst  the 
proprietors  for  the  time  being  of  the  Society  in  proportion 
to  their  shares  in  the  Society,  and  shall^  subject  however 
to  such  deduction  as  shall  be  made  thereout  in  pursuance 
of  the  provisions  of  the  next  succeeding  clause  of  these 
presents,  be  paid  to  the  said  proprietors  in  nuinner  herein- 
after mentioned;  and  the  board  of  directors  shall  cause 
every  such  dividend  to  be  payable  at  the  house  or  office  of 
the  Society,  or  at  such  place  as  they  shall  appoint,  within 
one  calendar  month  from  the  time  when  the  same  shall 
have  been  declared." 

The  179th  clause  empowered  the  directors,  after  the  general 
meeting  should  have  agreed  upon  a  division  of  profits  among 
the  participating  class  of  assurers  and  the  proprietors  of  the 
Society,  to  apply  one-half  of  that  portion  of  the  profits 
attributable  to  the  shares  of  the  proprietors  of  the  Society 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Friend  of  the  Clergy  Society. 

Clause  181.  ''That  the  directors  shall  forthwith,  after  a 
dividend  of  the  profits  shall  have  been  declared,  proceed  to 
pay,  apply,  and  distribute  the  same  in  the  maimer  next 
hereinafter  mentioned,  that  is  to  say,  to  pay  six  equal  tenth* 
parts  of  the  profits  agreed  to  be  divided  as  aforesaid  to  and 
amongst  such  of  the  assured  of  the  participating  class  as 
shall,  on  the  day  of  declaring  such  dividend  as  aforesaid^ 
nold  a  policy  or  policies  in  that  dass,  according  to  the 
division  which  shall  have  been  made  by  the  actuary  or 
consulting-actuary  for  the  time  being  of  the  Society,  in 
manner  hereinafter  mentioned;  and  also  to  pay  to  the 
proprietors  of  the  Society  the  residue  of  their  shares  in 
the  said  profits,  after  such  deductions  thereout  (if  any)  as 
aforesaid,  according  to  their  shares  in  the  capital  of  the 
Society.  Provided  always,  that  it  shall  be  at  the  option  of 
any  of  the  persons  entitled  to  a  share  in  the  profits  so  to  be 
divided  as  assurers  in  the  participating   class,   upon  hi% 
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her^  or  their  giving  one  calendar  month's  notice  in  writing 
of  his,  her,  or  their  choice^  that  the  share  of  the  party  giving 
such  notice  as  last  aforesaid,  after  such  deduction  thereout  (if 
any)  as  aforesaid,  shall,  instead  of  heing  paid  out  to  him, 
her,  or  them,  as  lastly  hereinbefore  provided,  be  applied 
ttther  as  an  increase  or  an  addition  to  the  sums  assured 
by  hifii,  her,  or  their  respective  policies^  or  in  reduction  of 
ilie  premiums  payable  on  such  policies.  And  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  directors,  if  they  shaU  see  fit,  to  allow  the 
assured,  or  any  of  them,  who  shall  have  declared  such 
option  as  aforesaid,  to  charge  the  same  at  their  then  next 
divisjOQ  of  profits,  but  without  prejudice  to  the  arrange- 
ment in  consequence  of  the  first  declaration  of  such  option, 
to  tga  98  regards  the  share  of  profits  the  subject  of  such 
option.  And  further,  that  the  several  calculations  neces- 
saiy  to  be  made  for  the  several  purposes  expressed  in  this 
clause,  shall  be  made  by  the  actuary  or  consulting-actuary 
for  the  time  being  of  the  Society,  or  some  other  person 
or  persons  to  be  approved  of  by  the  directors  should  the 
office  of  actuary  or  consulting-actuary  be  vacant ;  and  such 
calculations,  and  the  result  thereof  when  delivered  in  by 
the  secretary,  actuary,  consulting-actuary,  or  such  other 
person  or  persons  as  aforesaid,  and  allowed  by  the  major 
pari  in  number  of  the  board  of  directors,  shall  be  deemed 
and  taken  to  be  correct,  and,  notwithstanding  the  subse- 
quent discovery  of  an  error  or  errors  therein,  shall  be 
absolutely  binding  and  conclusive  on  all  persons  whom- 
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dauae  198.  "  That  every  proprietor  of  the  Society,  his  or 
her  executors  and  adminiBtrators,  as  between  him,  her,  or 
them,  and  the  other  proprietors  of  the  Society,  and  their 
respective  executors  and  administrators,  shall  be  answerable 
and  accountable  and  liable  for  or  in  respect  of  the  calls, 
debts,  losses^  and  damages  of  or  upon  the  Society,  in  pro- 
portion to  his  or  her  share  and  interest  for  the  time  being 
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in  the  funds  or  property  of  the  Society,  but  not  furtiher  or 
otherwise/' 

On  the  4th  of  November,  1861,  an  order  was  made  for 
winding-up  the  Company,  under  which  proofs  had  been 
admitted  by  persons  claiming,  upon  the  deaths  of  the  assured, 
under  policies  both  of  the  participating  and  non-partici- 
pating clajsses^  and  also  by  general  creditors  under  contracts 
not  containing  any  limitation  of  liability.  There  was  also 
one  proof  in  respect  of  a  current  annuity,  which  had 
been  allowed  by  the  Court  (ante,  p.  79) ;  but  with  this 
exception  no  daim  had  been  made  by  the  holders  of 
current  policies,  a  transfer  to  another  office  having  been 
generally  accepted. 

The  participating  policies,  after  the  usual  recitals,  pro- 
ceeded in  the  following  form  : — 

''  Now  these  pxeaento  witness,  and  ijb  is  hereby  agreed  and 
declared  on  behalf  of  the  said  Sopiety  by  the  three  directors 
hereof  whose  names  are  hereunto  subscribed,  thiirt  (in  the 
event  of  death  and  payioent  of  pr^niums)  the  funds  and 
property  of  the  said  Society  shall,  aocordiAg  to  the  provi-- 
sions  of  the  deed  or  deeds  of  setilement»  and  the  rules  and 
regulations  of  the  said  Society,  be  subject  and  liable  to  pay 
and  make  good  to  the  ezecutoirs,  adxainistrators,  or  assigns 
of  the  said  .  .  the  full  sum  of  .  .  together  with  such 
further  sum  or  sums  (if  any)  as  shall,  pursuant  to  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  the  said  Society,  be  appropriated  by  way 
of  bonus  or  addition  to  the  sum  hereby  assured."  [Then 
followed  a  proviso  that  the  policy  should  be  subject  to 
the  conditions  indorsed,  and  another  in  these  terms :] — ''That 
the  funds  and  property  of  the  said  Society  shall  alone  be 
liable  to  answer  and  make  good  all  claims  and  demands  in 
respect  of  this  policy,  and  that  no  director  or  shareholder 
of  the  said  Society,  or  any  other  person,  shall  in  any 
action,  suit,  or  proceedings,  or  upon  any  claim  or  demand 
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The  non-partioipating  policies  were,  in  substance,  to  the 
same  effect^  except  that  they  omitted  the  clau9e  as  to  bonus^ 
and  contained  an  express  proviso  that  the  policy  should 
not  entitle  the  assured  to  participate  in  the  profits  of  the 
Sodefy  and  that  the  proviso  limiting  the  liability  was 
in  the  following  different  form :  "  Provided  also  that  the 
capital  stock  or  other  the  funds  and  property  of  the  said 
Society,  by  the  provisipns  of  the  deed  or  deeds  of  settle- 
ment of  the  said  Society  applicable  to  the  payment  of 
moneys  assured  by  life  policies^  shall  alone,  subject, 
however,  to  prior  claims  and  demamds  thereon  in  pur^ 
suanee  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  deed  or  deeds  ofseUd^ 
ment,  be  liable  to  answer  and  make  good  all  claims  and  de- 
mands upon  the  said  Society  in  respect  of  this  policy,  and 
that  the  remedy  of  the  said  assured,  and  of  eveiy  other  person 
or  persons  making  any  such  claim  or  demand,  shall  be 
against  the  Society  collectively  and  the  funds  of  the 
said  Society,  and  not  against  the  proprietors  or  other 
holders  of  shares  in  the  capital  of  the  said  Society  indi- 
vidually ;  and  that  neither  the  directors  signing  this  policy, 
nor  any  other  proprietor  or  other  holder  or  holders  of  shares 
in  the  capital  of  the  said  Society,  shall  be  liable  in  respect 
of  any  such  claim  or  demand,  further  or  otherwise  than  to 
pay  to  the  funds  of  the  said  Society  so  much  and  such  part 
of  his,  her,  or  their  share  or  shares  in  the  said  capital,  as 
shall  not  for  the  time  being  have  been  paid  up/' 

All  the  policies  were  executed  under  the  hands  and  seals 
of  three  directors ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  seal  of 
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the  Company  was  affixed.     Those,  however,  which  had 
become  ckims  by  death  had  been  admitted  to  proof. 

A  sum  of  upwards  of  «f  8000  had  been  realised  out  of  the 
assets,  and  by  calls ;  but  the  debts  proved  largely  exceeded 
this  amount. 

A  summons  was  taken  out  by  the  Creditors'  Eepresenta- 
tive  calling  on  the  Official  Manager  to  apportion  the  fund 
in  hand,  and  was  adjourned  into  Court  for  the  purpose  of 
obtaining  the  direction  of  the  Court  as  to  the  principle  of 
distribution. 


Mr.  Molt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  LUtle,  for  the  Official  Manager, 
who,  by  arrangement,  was  to  represent  the  shareholders  only. 
— ^The  questions  to  be  considered  are,  as  between  the  general 
creditors,  the  two  classes  of  policy  holders,  and  the  share- 
holders. If  the  assets  of  the  Company  are  insufficient  to 
pay  all  the  debts  (and  up  to  the  present  time  a  sufficiency 
has  not  been  got  in),  the  general  creditors  will  have  a 
resort  to  the  unlimited  liability  of  the  shareholders,  from 
which  the  policy-holders  are  debarred  by  the  terms  of  their 
contract ;  and  the  policy-holders  on  this  ground  claim  to 
have  the  assets  and  the  produce  of  the  calls  applied  first, 
by  a  species  of  n^arshalling,  in  payment  of  their  claims. 
A  second  question  is,  whether  the  participating  policy- 
holders are  not  in  fact  partners,  and  excluded  from  all 
claim,  at  any  rate  until  the  other  claimants  are  satisfied. 

As  to  the  first  point,  the  case  is  not  like  the  ordinary 
case  of  marshalling.  Here  the  policy-holders  have  con- 
tracted not  to  pursue  the  individual  shareholders,  but  to 
take  payment  out  of  the  assets  of  the  Company ;  and  their 
contract  precludes  them  from  asserting  any  claim  to  throw 
the  general  creditors  upon  their  personal  remedies  against 
the  shareholders,  and  so  indirectly  to  increase  from  this 
source  the  fund  available  for  the  payment  of  policies.  To 
marshal  in  the  way  they  desire  would,  in  effect^  be  to  give 
them  the  very  benefit  which  they  contracted  not  to  claim. 
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Farther,  their  daim  is  limited  to  the  funds  and  property 
of  the  Society,  which  must  mean  the  surplus  assets  after 
payment  of  debt-s.  Ail  general  debts  must,  therefore,  be 
paid  before  we  arrive  at  the  fund  applicable  to  policies,  and 
what  remains  is  alone  liable  to  these  claims. 

These  observations  apply  to  both  classes  of  policy  holders ; 
bat  there  is  a  farther  consideration,  which  must  exclude  the 
participating  policy  holders  altogether.  They  share  the 
profits  (daose  117),  and  are  partners  in  the  eye  of  the  law. 
That  being  so,  they  must  bear  the  losses,  and  cannot  prove 
as  creditors  at  all  until  every  other  creditor  has  been  satis- 
fied. The  terms  of  their  policies  give  them  such  bonuses  as 
may  be  appropriated  according  to  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  Society  ;  and  these  regulations  say,  that  they  are  to 
have  six-tenths  of  the  profits,  to  be  estimated  in  the 
maimer  directed  by  the  clauses  117, 178,  and  181  of  the 
deed  of  settlement  [They  cited  Re  AthenoBumEx  parte 
Prince  of  Wales  Society  (a) ;  LindJey  on  Partnership  (&).] 

Mr.  WtUcock,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Creditors'  Re- 
presentative;  appearing  by  arrangement  for  the  general 
creditors. — The  only  question  which  affects  us  is  our  right 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  in  hand  pari  passu  with,  if  not 
in  priority  to,  the  policy  holders. 

Even  supposing  the  4>olicy  holders  not  to  be  limited  to 
the  fand  remaining  after  the  payment  of  debts  properly  so 
called,  there  is  no  pretence  for  any  claim  of  priority  by 
them  over  the  general  creditors.  As  creditors,  we  have  a 
right  to  prove  and  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  which  are 
available,  and  are  not  to  be  deprived  of  a  clear  right,  and 
thrown  upon  the  chances  of  litigation  against  shareholders 
personally,  merely  because  the  policy  holders  have  chosen 
to  contract  themselves  out  of  part  of  their  rights.  [They 
dted  WaUis  v.  Woodyear  (c).] 
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Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Millar,  for  non-participating 
policy  holders. — ^The  policy  holders  have  a  right  by  the 
terms  of  their  contract  to  have  the  property  of  the  Society 
applied  in  payment  of  their  claims ;  and  the  Society  was  in 
fiEtct  a  trustee  of  that  fund,  as  was  in  effect  decided  in  Law 
V.  The  iTidiaputaUe  Society  (a),  Robson  v.  M*Creigkt  (6). 
The  whole  difl5culty  has  arisen  from  the  misapplication  of 
this  trust  fund ;  and  it  is  clear  that  neither  the  Society  nor 
their  general  creditors  (who  claim  through  the  Society,  and 
can  have  no  better  right  than  they)  can  touch  this  fund 
until  they  have  satisfied  the  prior  claims  upon  it,  namely, 
those  of  the  policy  holders  of  the  non-participating  clan* 
[They  also  referred  to  Evans  v.  Coventry  (c).] 


Mr.  Fischer,  for  participating  policy  holders : — 

These  policy  holders  are  not  partners.  In  the  first  place, 
the  deed  expressly  declares  who  the  partners  are,  viz.  the 
proprietors  of  the  shares,  and  no  one  else ;  and  they  alone 
have  votes,  and  the  right  of  attending  at  the  meetings 
(clauses  1,  6, 10).  The  same  view  is  confirmed  by  the  whole 
machinery  of  the  Society.  Two  distinct  funds  are  provided, 
the  one  being  the  partners'  fund,  the  other  the  fund  applic- 
able to  the  claims  of  policy  holders  of  either  dass  and  to 
the  general  liabilities  of  the  Society.  The  latter,  which  is 
called  the  general  fund,  is  made  ug  of  all  payments  except 
the  shareholders'  contributions ;  and  if  the  fact  of  paying  a 
premium  which  goes  into  this  fund  makes  a  policy  holder  a 
contributor  to  the  expenses  of  the  concern,  the  same  might 
be  said  of  every  debtor  and  every  lender  who  made  a  payment 
or  an  advance  to  the  Company.  The  policy  holders  do  not 
in  any  way  contribute  to  the  capital.  Neither  do  they  share 
the  profits.  The  provisions  of  the  deed  leave  the  amount 
to  be  given  by  way  of  bonus  absolutely  dependent  on  the 


(o)  1  K.  &  J.  223. 
(b)  25  Beav.  272. 


(e)  25  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  489;   26 
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dedaion  of  the  shareholdera  The  actuary  is  to  advise  what 
division  shall  he  made ;  and  this  may  be  reduced  ad  libitum 
by  a  general  meetiog,  at  which  the  bonus  policy  holders 
have  no  right  to  be  present  Further,  they  have  no  right 
under  the  deed  to  any  account  whatever  (clauses  172 — 178). 
Therefore  the  policy  holders,  neither  contributing  to  capital 
nor  receiving  profits,  nor  being  entitled  to  accounts,  are  not 
partners^  even  according  to  the  letter  of  the  definition  which 
is  relied  on« 

Bat,  in  &ct^  the  definition  is  not  rightly  stated.  It  is  not 
tme  that  the  receipt  of  a  share  of  profits,  even  as  such,  makes 
a  man  necessarily  a  partner,  though  it  may  be  one  of  the 
most  cogent  evidences  from  which  to  infer  partnership.  The 
correct  test  is  the  mutual  agency  of  the  partners^  and  the 
share  of  profits  is  only  an  element  in  inferring  such  agency. 
This  is  the  doctrine  settled  by  Cox  v.  Hickman  (a).  The 
policy  holders  were  never  intended  to  be  partners,  they 
never  held  themselves  out  as  such,  and  no  one  pretends  that 
credit  was  given  to  them  by  any  one  who  trusted  the  Com« 
pany.  They  have,  therefore,  the  same  right  as  all  other 
creditors  to  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  of  the  Company. 
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Mr.  lAMt,  in  reply : — 

The  argument  in  favour  of  the  participating  policy 
holders  is  disposed  of  by  Story's  dictum,  mentioned  with 
approval  by  Lord  Wendeydale  in  Cox  v.  Hickman,  the  case 
on  which  the  other  side  rely.  All  the  tests  of  partnership 
there  laid  down  are  satisfied  in  this  casa  The  participating 
policy  holders  contracted  for  a  share  of  the  profits,  and 
they,  by  their  premiums,  contributed  to  the  capital  stock. 
This  is  apparent  from  the  clauses  of  the  deed  as  to  the  two 
funds  (117,  172 — 176).  From  these  facts  the  partnership 
agency  is  implied.  Cox  v.  Hickman  itself  was  quite  a  difr 
ferent  case — ^that  of  creditors  under  a  composition  deed. 

(a)  8  H.  L.  Ca.  268. 
H  2 
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Then,  again,  how  can  the  policy  holders  touch  the  assets 
until  the  debts  are  paid  ?  The  balance  is  all  that  can  be 
called  the  property  of  the  Companyy  and  that  is  the  only 
fund  applicable  to  payment  of  policie&  Further,  the  gene- 
ral fund  is  liable  to  guarantee  the  directors  (clause  132) ;  and 
creditors  may  sue  the  directors,  and  so  indirectly  establish 
their  claims  against  the  fund. 

The  77th  clause  prohibits  the  contracting  of  debt  by  the 
directors,  except  for  specified  purposes ;  and  a  large  part  of 
the  profits  are  for  money  borrowed  to  the  extent  of  jP30,000. 

[The  Vice-Chancelloe.— If  the  proofs  have  boon  ad- 
mitted^ it  is  too  late  to  contend  that  these  are  not  good 
debts ;  but,  before  giving  judgment  on  this  summons,  I 
must  ascertain  what  has  been  already  done  in  this  respect 
If  any  question  remains  open  as  to  the  validity  of  particular 
classes  of  debts  this  motion  has  been  brought  on  prema- 
turely.] 


Majf^th, 
Judgmint 


Vice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

This  case  stood  over  in  consequence  of  its  being  necessary 
to  make  some  inquiry  as  to  the  rights  of  certain  creditors 
who  claimed  to  be  interested  in  the  matter  in  question. 
That  matter  has  been  cleared  up,  and  the  case  has  now  to 
be  determined  upon  the  argument  which  I  heard  in  Fe- 
bruary last. 

The  case  comes  from  Chambers  upon  a  summons  taken 
out  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  proper  mode  of 
dealing  with  the  debts  established  against  the  Company. 

The  Company  is  one  of  those  in  which  the  shareholders 
have  entered  into  an  arrangement  inter  se,  that  a  given 
dum  only  shall  be  called  up  in  respect  of  capital ;  and 
that,  after  that  amount  is  paid,  no  shareholder  shall  be  sub- 
ject to  any  further  liability.  Such  a  stipulation  is,  of  course. 
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inoperative  to  limit  the  liability  of  shareholders  to  general 
creditors  of  the  Company,  though  it  binds  those  ivho  have 
made  contracts  with  the  Company  in  which  this  limitation 
of  liability  is  introduced.  There  being  a  class  of  general 
creditors  claiming  to  enforce  their  demands  to  the  full  extent 
of  the  means  of  the  shareholders  to  answer  them^  the  question 
becomes  of  considerable  importance  to  those  shareholders 
how  the  assets  which  have  been  got  in  are  to  be  applied. 

The  debts  are  of  three  classes:  Firsts  the  general 
creditors,  who  are  not  affected  by  any  limitation  of 
liability  of  the  shareholders  ;  secondly,  the  holders  of 
poliuiea,  which  I  will  call  ordinary  policies,  to  distinguish 
them  from  participating  or  bonus  policies,  who  are  only  to 
be  paid  out  of  funds  which  are  described  in  the  policies  in 
terms  the  exact  effect  of  which  is  one  of  the  points  to  be 
determined;  and,  thirdly,  the  holders  of  participating 
policies,  as  they  are  called,  with  respect  to  whom  a  ques- 
tion of  a  different  character  arises,  namely,  whether  or 
not  they  are  to  be  treated  as  partners  in  the  concern,  and 
therefore  disentitled,  as  between  themselves  and  their  co- 
partners on  the  one  hand  and  the  general  creditors  on  the 
other,  to  be  paid  anything  until  all  the  general  debts 
have  first  been  satisfied. 

The  position  of  the  general  creditors  appears  to  me 
quite  free  firom  doubt  The  assets  of  the  Company 
consist  of  a  certain  amount  actually  realised  (it  is  not 
necessary  to  state  the  figures),  and  further,  of  all 
the  unpaid  calls,  which  the  shareholders  who  engaged  to 
pay  up  the  amount  of  their  shares  are  bound  to  pay,  and 
which  will  produce  a  considerable  sum  if  the  whole  can  be 
recovered.  All  these  assets  are  liable  to  the  general 
creditors,  who  are  also  secured  by  the  unlimited  liability 
of  the  shareholders. 

The  position  of  the  ordinary  policy-holders  also  appears 
to  be  scarcely  open  to  serious  argument    I  had  copies  of 
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both  classes  of  policies  handed  to  mei  and  I  obserre  that 
there  is  a  remarkable  difference  in  the  wording  of 
them.  The  ordinary  policy,  without  share  of  profits, 
provides  that  the  funds  or  property  of  the  Society  shall, 
according  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  or  deeds 
of  settlement  of  the  Society,  be  liable  to  pay  to  the  repre- 
sentative the  sum  assured,  with  a  proviso  that  the  policy 
shall  not  entitle  the  assured  to  participate  in  the  profits 
of  the  Society ;  and  a  proviso  that  the  capital  stock  or 
other  the  funds  and  property  of  the  said  Society,  by 
the  provisions  of  the  deed  or  deeds  of  settlement  of  the 
said  Society  applicable  to  the  payment  of  moneys  assured 
by  life  policies,  shall  alone,  ^*  subject  however  to  all  prior 
claims  and  demands  thereon  in  pursuance  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  said  deed  or  deeds  of  settlement^"  be  liable  to 
answer  and  make  good  all  claims  and  demands  upon  the 
said  Society  in  respect  of  the  policy ;  and  that  the  remedy 
shall  be  against  the  Society  collectively  and  •  the  funds  of 
the  Society,  and  not  against  the  proprietors  individually. 
And  that  neither  the  directors  who  sign  the  policy,  nor 
any  other  proprietpr,  shall  be  liable  further  than  to  pay  to 
the  funds  of  the  Society  so  much  of  his  shares  as  shall  not 
for  the  time  being  have  been  paid  up. 

The  stress  of  the  argument,  as  regards  this  class  of 
policies,  was  laid  on  the  clause  "  subject  to  all  prior  claims 
and  demands  "  thereon  in  pursuance  of  the  deed.  If  you  look 
at  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of  settlement,  you  find  it  part 
of  the  duty  of  the  directors  (as  it  must  be  in  every  concern) 
to  pay  the  debts  of  the  Society.  Those  debts  are  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  funds  of  the  Society ;  and  therefore  it  is  said, 
all  the  ordinary  expenses  of  carrying  on  the  concern,  the 
repayment  of  money  borrowed,  and  all  other  debts  incurred 
for  that  purpose,  are  prior  claims  or  demands  upon  the 
funds  of  the  Society,  which  must  be  satisfied  before  the 
policy  holder  is  entitled  to  be  paid. 

It  is  only  necessary  to  look  at  the  provisions  of  the  deed 
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to  see  that  iluB  argument  is  tmtenaUe.  Those  provisions 
are  very  plain,  clearly  giving  no  such  priority  as  is  con- 
tended for  to  the  working  expenses  of  the  Society.  The  deed 
expressly  declares  that  there  are  to  be  two  funds — the  paid 
capital  fund  and  the  general  fund.  The  paid  capital  fund 
sufficiently  describes  itself.  Then  in  clause  174  we  have 
the  direction  that  the  dividends,  interest,  and  proceeds  of 
the  paid  capital  fund^  and  the  premiums  and  other  moneys 
to  be  received  upon  all  assurances,  endowments,  iudem- 
nities^  and  guarantees,  respectively  issued,  given,  and  granted 
by  the  Society,  and  the  moneys  to  be  received  under  grants 
by  tke  Society,  and  all  forfeitures  and  other  profits,  and 
the  improvements  and  accumulations  of  what  shall  be  so 
received,  and  generally  all  other  of  the  moneys  of  the 
Society  not  belonging  to  or  to  be  carried  to  the  paid 
capital  fund,  shall  be  carried  to  another  account,  to  be 
denominated  the  general  fund ;  that  is  to  say,  everything 
except  the  paid  capital,  which  is  to  be  kept  distinct,  is  to 
£bJ1  into  this  general  fund.  Then  the  175th  clause  directs 
that  the  general  fund  shall  be  first  applicable  to,  and  shall 
be  applied  in  payment  o^  all  claims  on  the  Society  in 
respect  of  assurances  of  both  classes,  endowments,  guaran- 
tees, and  indemnities,  and  grants,  and  in  payment  of  all  other 
liabilities  (which  must  comprise  general  debts),  and  of 
interest  to  the  proprietors  on  their  paid  up  capital,  and  of 
bonuses  to  the  assured  of  the  participating  class,  and  also  in 
payment  of  the  costs  and  expenses  of  and  incidental  to 
the  establishing  and  setting  on  foot  the  Society,  including 
the  costs  of  the  deed^  and  the  furnishing,  and  all  other  pre- 
liminary expenses,  and  also  in  payment  of  all  costs  and 
expenses  of  the  Society,  and  generally  of  carrying  on  the 
business  of  the  Society  and  incident  thereto ;  and  in  case 
the  general  fund  cannot  with  convenience  be  made  available 
or  productive  in  time  to  meet  such  payments,  or  shall  be 
Ihsufficient  to  meet  the  same,  then  and  in  such  case  (but 
not  in  any  other  case)  a  competent  part  of  the  paid  capital 
fimd  shall  be  applied,  to  be  afterwards  repaid — I  need  read 


186S. 

Rb  English 
AND  Irish 
Church  and 
Umversity 
AssnuANCB 

SOCIETT. 

JmdgmeitL 


101 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1803. 

Rb  English 

AKD  Irish 

Church  avd 

Univkbsitt 

AfiSUHAKGB 
SOGIETT. 

Judffmmt, 


no  further.  Every  sort  of  debt  is  to  be  paid  out  of  this 
fund  without  any  distinction  or  priority.  All  liabilities  axe 
gathered  up  in  one  sweeping  clause ;  and  it  is  clear  that 
nothing  turns  on  the  priority  of  the  subjects  named  in  a 
clause  where  everything  is  put  on  an  equality.  Indeed,  if 
this  were  otherwise,  it  would  be  adverse  to  the  claim  of  the 
shareholders,  because  the  expense  of  getting  up  the  Society 
and  the  expenses  of  the  office  are  put  last ;  but  it  is  dear 
that  the  order  of  statement  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
order  of  application,  the  whole  object  of  the  clause  being 
to  constitute  one  general  fund  for  the  payment  of  all 
liabilities,  including  the  sums  due  to  the  ordinary  policy 
holders  On  that  part  of  the  case  I  never  entertained  the 
least  doubt 

The  remaining  question  requires  more  consideration, 
whether  or  not  a  policy  giving  a  right  to  the  holder  to  par- 
ticipate in  profits  ought  to  be  held  to  convert  him  into  a 
partner  in  the  concern,  and  to  make  him  liable  to  the  debts, 
of  exclude  him  from  sharing  in  the  assets  until  these  debts 
are  satisfied.  I  am  not  aware  that  the  precise  point 
has  been  determined,  though  the  authorities  have  gone 
far  towards  such  a  decision.  The  policy  in  this  case  is 
cautiously  worded.  Nothing  is  said  in  it  about  profits, 
except  by  reference  to  the  deed ;  it  simply  declares, 
that  in  certain  events  the  funds  and  property  of  the  Society 
shall  accordingly,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed 
and  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the  Society,  be  liable  to 
pay  the  amount  assured.  Stopping  there  for  a  moment,  it  is 
to  be  observed  that  the  clause  '*  subject  to  prior  claims  and 
demands  *'  is  not  found  in  this  policy.  Its  absence,  how- 
ever, makes  no  substantial  difference  in  the  view  I.  have 
taken  of  the  other  class  of  policies.  Then  follow  the  words 
which  raise  the  whole  question,  "  together  with  such  fur- 
ther sum  or  sums,  if  any,  as  shall,  pursuant  to  the  ruleq 
and  regulations  of  the  said  Society,  be  appropriated  by 
way  of  bonus  or  addition  to  the  sum  hereby  assured."     Of 
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oouise^  the  holder  has  notice  of  all  the  provisions  in  the 
deed  as  to  the  mode  in  which  these  bonuses  are  to  be  paid  ; 
and  it  is  not  altogether  unworthy  of  obsenration  that  the 
policy  has  no  words  suggesting  a  partnership  in  the  con- 
cern, but  simply  points  to  a  deed  by  which  certain  bonuses 
are  to  be  paid  to  certain  persons ;  to  which  deed  the  policy- 
holder is  referred.  Turning  then  to  the  deed^  we  see  how  these 
boQuaes  are  to  be  paid.  That  is  regulated  by  the  178th 
section.  The  previous  section  having  provided  that  there 
axe  to  be  two  classes  of  policies,  one  participating  and  the 
other  not  participating,  the  178th  deals  with  the  case  of  the 
participating  policies.  [His  Honour  read  the  clause].  Now, 
observe  how  this  division  is  to  be  made.  What  is  to  be  done 
is  this :  the  actuary  is  first  to  make  a  valuation  of  the  sur- 
plus, which  is  to  be  submitted  to  the  body  of  shareholdenf^ 
the  assured  having  no  voice  in  the  matter.  The  shareholders 
have  a  right  to  control  the  report  of  the  actuary,  and  to 
direct  it  to  be  varied,  or  to  annex  any  condition  they  think 
proper ;  and  then,  when  the  divisible  amount  is  fixed,  a 
certain  proportion,  six-tenths,  is  to  be  set  apart  for  bonuses. 
Then  again,  this  is  not  made  at  once  the  property  of  the 
assured,  but  each  is  to  have  so  much  as  the  actuary  shall 
think  &ir  and  equitable.  Now,  if  that  constitutes  a  part- 
nership, it  would  be  a  very  singular  one,  for  it  would  be  a 
partnership  in  which  those  who  are  supposed  to  be  partners 
have  no  voice  whatever  in  the  management  of  the  con- 
cern firom  beginning  to  end,  no  voice  in  the  division  of  the 
profits,  no  power  to  file  a  bill  to  have  an  account  of  those 
profits,  or  any  direction  with  regard  to  the  distribution 
of  them ;  no  right,  in  fact,  to  daim  anything  more  than 
the  actuary  may  allot  to  them  according  to  his  view  of 
their  respective  rights.  Of  course,  it  is  understood  that  the 
allotment  must  be  bona  fide,  and  that  each  is  to  have  so 
much  as  the  actuary  bona  fide  thinks  fit ;  that  they  must 
take,  and  with  that  they  must  depart.  What  a  singular 
position  with  regard  to  creditors  such  supposed  partners 
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would  be  jdaced  in  I    It  is  true^  there  is  a  sharing  of  the 
profits ;  and  a  sharing  of  the  profits  was  formerly  thought 
to  be  in  itself  suflScient  to  convert  a  person  into  a  partner; 
but  since  the  dicta  to  that  effect,  the  subject  has  been  ably 
expounded  in  the  late  case  of  Coz  v.  Hickmcm,  in  the 
House  of  Lords,  and  the  doctrine  reduced  to  its  proper  shapa 
It  is  very  clearly  put  by  several  of  the  learned  Judges  and 
by  each  of  the  noble  Lords  who  were  present  in  the  House, 
that  it  is  not  the  correct  mode  of  stating  the  question  of  part- 
ner or  no  partner,  to  say  that  a  share  in  the  profits  constitutes 
a  partnership.  A  share  in  the  profits  is  one  of  the  results  of 
a  partnership ;  but  the  question  of  partnership  is  a  branch 
of  the  doctrine  of  agency,  so  fiEtr  as  liability  to  third 
persons  is  concerned.    If  you  employ  A.  B.  to  enter  into 
a  contiBct  on  your  behalf,  you  become  liable  in  respect  of 
that  contract^  he   being   your  agent;    and  it  may  well 
be,  that^  in  the  absence  of  any  stipulation  to  the  con- 
trary^   you  make   him  your   agent   by  taking   part    of 
the  profits  of  the  adventure ;   and  it  is  on  that  footing 
that    participation    in   profits  comes  to  be  regarded    as 
a  test  of  partner  or  no  partner;   but  the  real  test   is, 
whether  the  parties  who  carry  on  the  business  are  consti- 
tuted your  agents  in  contracting  liabilities  in  respect  of  it. 
This  exposition  of  the  doctrine  does  really  harmonise  those 
cases  which  Lord  Eldon  found  a  difficulty  in  reconciling-r- 
those  cases,  I  mean,  where  a  distinction  is  made  between  a 
clerk  taking  a  salary  exactly  proportionate  to  the  profits, 
and  a  salary  as  part  of  the  profits.    Lord  Eldon  declared 
that  that  distinction  was  so  thin,  that  he  never  could  satisfy 
his  mind  of  the  soundness  of  the  distinction.    But,  if  you 
revert  to  the  true  principle,  and  if  you  look  at  what  the 
Court  did  in  those  cases,  you  may  trace  an  indication  of  the 
same  doctrine,  which  was  afterwards  more  clearly  expounded 
in  Cox  V.  Hickman.     It  was  evidently  felt  that  a  clerk 
having  no  control  over  the  business  did  not  become  a 
partner  by  receiving  a  salary  proportioned  to  the  profits, 
because  there  was  nothing  to  raise  the  inference  that  he 
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had  oonstitated  his  employers  his  agents  in  their  dealings 
with  third  pengna  In  Sx  parte  Hamper  (a),  and  in  other 
casefl^  Lord  Eldon  took  a  distinction  between  cases  where 
there  was  a  right  to  an  account  of  profits  and  those  where 
there  was  no  such  right ;  and  that,  I  apprehend,  may  often 
be  a  very  good  test  Here  there  is  in  one  sense  a  right  to 
an  account  When  the  six-tenths  have  been  ascertained 
and  appropriated  to  the  class  of  bonus  policy-holders,  they 
become  a  trust  fund,  and  a  Bill  might  be  filed  to  secure  the 
fund,  if  there  were  danger  of  its  being  wasted ;  but,  until 
the  trust  is  impressed  upon  it,  the  assured  have  not  the 
sQghiest  control  over  the  affitirs  of  the  Company,  nor  any 
right  to  interpose  in  the  proceedings  for  ascertaining  the 
amount  of  the  divisible  profits.  This  is  to  be  ascertained 
by  the  whole  body  of  shareholders  acting  on  the  report  of 
the  actuary,  and  adopting  it  or  not,  as  they  think  fit ;  and 
it  is  only  after  that  is  done  that  a  trust  fund  is  to  be  set 
apart  to  provide  for  the  bonuses.  The  que^ion  is  very 
like  that  which  arose  in  Cox  v.  Hickman.  Would  a  cre- 
ditor, by  receiving  from  time  to  time,  until  his  debt  were 
paid,  a  rateable  proportion  out  of  the  net  profits,  become  a 
partoer  ?  There  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  the  point  arose 
which  was  pressed  upon  me— viz.  that  in  a  sense  the  capital 
of  the  creditors  was  embarked  in  the  concern.  The  debts 
were  part  of  the  capital,  and  the  concern  could  not  have 
gone  on  had  not  the  creditors  allowed  the  money  due  to 
them  to  be  employed  in  earning  profits  by  the  trustees 
acting  as  persons  managing  on  behalf  of  the  creditors. 
Lord  Chief  Baron  Pollock  puts  the  case  thus  {b)i^ 
"The  question  then  arises,  whether  the  interest  which  the 
creditors  had  in  the  profits  to  be  made  by  the  carrying  on 
of  the  business  under  the  deed  was  such  as  tx)  make 
them  partners  in  respect  to  third  persons.  In  order  to 
examine  this,  let  me  put  this  case  :  If  a  firm  was  in 
difficulties,  and  a  person  proposed  to  assist  by  a  loan  of 
money,  engaging  to  receive  payment  out  of  the  profits  only^ 
(a)  17  Yes.  403.  {h)  8  H.  L.  Ca.  298. 
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and  to  make  no  claim  in  the  event  of  there  being  no  profits, 
but  stiptdating  that  one-half  of  the  profits  should  be 
applied  as  they  arose  in  payment  of  his  debt,  and  that  be 
should  have  power  to  see  that  this  was  done,  would  he 
thereby  become  a  partner,  and  liable  to  all  debts  con- 
tracted subsequently  to  this  arrangement  ?  On  this  very 
simple  state  of  factsf,  there  may  possibly  arise  a  difference  of 
opinion ;  but  I  think  a  large  majority  of  all  lawyers^  and  of 
all  commercial  men,  would  decide  at  once,  that  assistance 
so  offered,  and  so  accepted,  would  not  make  the  lender  of 
the  money  a  partner  to  third  persons."  That  puts  the 
doctrine  veiy  strongly — more  so,  perhaps,  than  the  case 
before- the  House  of  Lords  required. 

Lord  CamphM — ^then  Lord  Giancellor — in  deUvering 
his  opinion,  says  (a) : — *'  Is  there  here  such  a  participa- 
tion in  the  profits  of  the  new  firm  by  the  creditors 
of  the  old  firm,  as  to  make  them  partners  in  the  new 
firm?  They  certainly  are  not  partners  inter  se,  as 
was  properly  held  by  the  Master  of  the  Rolls ;  and  they 
could  derive  no  profit  from  the  *  new  business  beyond 
the  payment  of  the  debts  due  to  them  from  the  old 
firm.  There  was  a  formal  release  of  those  debts  ;  but  we 
must  look  at  the  real  nature  of  the  transaction  according 
to  the  understanding  of  all  who  were  parties  to  it  The 
business  of  Messrs.  Smith  if  Co.  was  to  be  carried  on  by 
the  trustees  until  the  debts  of  that  firm  were  paid,  and 
then  the  business  was  to  be  transferred  back  to  Messrs. 
Smith  ^  Co.  The  Defendants  can  only  be  liable  on  the 
supposition  that  the  person  who  wrote  the  acceptance  on 
the  bill  of  exchange  was  their  agent  for  that  purposa  I  do 
not  mean  to  make  any  distinction  between  their  liability 
on  the  bills  and  their  liability  for  the  price  of  the  goods 
supplied  to  the  Stanton  Iron  Company— the  consideration 
for  the  bills  ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  creditors  of  the 
old  firm  cannot  be  considered,   by   executing  the   deed, 

(a)  8  II.  L.  Ca.  302. 
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as  haying  autiiorised  the  trustees,  or  their  agents,  either 
to  purchase  the  goods  or  accept  the  bills.'' 

Then  Lord  Cranworth,  whose  view  in  concurring  in  the 
judgment  is  given  more  at  length  than  that  of  any  of  the 
other  noble  Lords,  sap  (a) : — ''  It  is  often  said  that  the  test 
or  one  of  the  tests,  whether  a  person  not  ostensibly  a  partner 
is  nevertheless  in  contemplation  of  law  a  partner,  is  whether 
he  is  entitled  to  participate  in  the  profits.  This,  no  doubt,  is 
in  general  a  8u£Sciently  accurate  test ;  for  a  right  to  partici- 
pate in  profits  affords  cogent,  often  conclusive^  evidence  that 
ihe  trade  in  which  the  profits  have  been  made  was  carried  on 
in  part  for  or  on  behalf  of  the  person  setting  up  such  a  claim. 
Bat  the  real  ground  of  the  liability  is,  that  the  trade  has  been 
carried  on  by  persons  acting  on  his  behalf     When  that  is 
the  case,  he  is  liable  to  the  trade  obligations^  and  entitled  to 
its  profits  or  to  a  share  of  them.     It  is  not  strictly  correct 
to  say  that  his  right  to  share  in  the  profits  makes  him 
liable  to  the  debts  of  the  trade.     The  correct   mode  of 
stating  the  proposition  is  to  say,  that  the  same  thing  which 
entitlefi  him  to  the  one  makes  him  liable  to  the  other,  viz. 
the  i^ct  that  the  trade  has  been  carried  on  on  his  behalf,  that 
is,  that  he  stood  in  the  relation  of  principal  towards  the 
persons  acting  ostensibly  as  the  traders  by  whom  the  liabi- 
Hties  have  been  incurred,  and  under  whose  management 
the  profits  have  been  mad&' '   And  Lord  Granworth  goes  on 
to  discuss  the  facts  of  that  case,  and  holds  that  they  did  not 
warrant  the  conclusion  that  a  partnership  was  constituted. 
Lord  Wenaleydale  says  the  same  thing,  resting  his  opinion 
very  strongly  upon  the  doctrine  of  agency  as  being  the  true 
principle.      He  puts  it  thus  (b),  **  Can  we  collect  from 
the  trust  deed  that  each  of  the  subscribing  creditors  is  a 
partner  with  the  trustees,  and  by  the  mere  signature  of 
the  deed  constitutes  them  his  agents  for  carrying  on  the 
business  on  account  of  himself  and  the  rest  of  the  creditors  ? 
I  think  not.    It  is  true,  by  this  deed  the  creditors  will  gain 
(a)  Id.  306.  (h)  Id.  313. 
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an  advantage  by  the  trustees  carrying  on  the  trade,  for  if  it 
is  profitable  they  may  get  their  debts  paid.  But  this  is  not 
that  sharing  of  profits  which  constitutes  the  relation  of 
principal,  agent,  and  partner" 

I  apprehend,  therefore,  that  the  question  in  this  case  re- 
solves itself  into  this — ^Whether  the  participating  policy 
holders  constituted  the  whole  Company  (it  clearly  could  not 
be  the  directors,)  their  agents  for  the  purpose  of  making  these 
profits  for  them*  It  appears  to  me  plain,  that  they  did  not. 
They  never  could  have  interfered  with  their  supposed  agents, 
or  called  for  any  account  against  them.  They  were  obliged  to 
be  content  with  what  those  supposed  agents  thought  proper 
to  allow  to  them — ^fraud  being  always  excluded — ^by  which  I 
mean,  that  if  the  shareholders  had  said,  as  to  ourselves  we 
will  call  one  thing  profit,  and  as  to  the  assured  we  will  call 
another  thing  profit,  that  would  be  a  case  of  fraud,  as  to 
which  there  would  be  a  right  to  interfere,  but  subject  to  that 
the  policy  holders  had  no  control  or  direction  whatever. 

Further,  I  think  it  is  not  unimportant  to  view  the  mode 
in  which  this  case  arises  before  me.  The  question  for  the 
general  creditors  is  how  far  they  can  constitute  these  persons 
partners  liable  to  them  for  the  debts  of  the  Company ;  and 
it  is  material  to  inquire  how  far  the  creditors  can  be  sup* 
posed  to  have  given  credit  to  the  policy  holders  as  mem- 
bers  of  the  partnership.  You  have  here  a  joint-stock  com* 
pany  registered  under  provisions  with  which  the  assured 
have  nothing  to  do,  and  empowered  to  carry  on  the  business 
upon  registration  being  properly  effected,  with  a  list  of 
members  to  whom,  and  to  whom  alone^  unquestionably,  the 
public,  the  creditors,  give  credit ;  and  therefore^  there  being 
no  ground  for  inferring  an  ostensible  partnership,  all  that 
remains  is  to  determine  whether  persons,  who  in  fact  gave 
no  credit  to  these  policy  holders  can,  on  the  theory  of  dor- 
mant partnership,  insist  upon  holding  them  liable  on  the 
(pround  of  their  participation  in  the  profits.     On  the  prin- 
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ciple  of  Cox  v.  Hickma/n,  I  must  hold  that  they  caanot,  and 
that  tliese  policy  holders  still  temain  creditors  no  less  than 
the  holders  of  ordinary  policies.  The  two  classes  of  assured 
are  on  the  same  footing. 

As  to  the  question  of  marshalling  assets,  that  does  not  arise 
at  this  moment,  for  I  apprehend  that  I  cannot  compel  the 
general  creditors,  as  contra-distinguished  from  assurance 
creditors,  to  wait  until  they  have  seen  the  result  of  process 
against  those  shareholders  whom  they  may  choose  to  sue  in 
respect  of  their  general  liability.  I  must^  therefore,  divide 
the  existing  fund  rateably  among  all  the  claimants — the 
general  creditors  and  the  assured  of  both  classes — reserving 
su£Bcient  to  meet  the  annuity  claim,  which  I  understand  to 
be  the  only  proof  tendered  in  respect  of  any  current  policy 
or  liability. 
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DXCI.AXX,  that  the  fund  is  divisible  pro  rata  amongst  the  general 
creditors  and  the  policy  holders  of  both  dases  who  have  established 
their  claims,  without  prejudice  to  any  claim  of  Mies  Hunt,  Remit 
the  matter  to  Chambers. 

Costa  of  all  parties  out  of  the  fund. 
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BIRD  V.  LAKE. 


PraeUee — AtU 
^«.  misnomof 

X  HIS  was  a  motion  for  injunction.  RectifytUg 

Covenant  hjf 

In  the  year  1866,  the  Defendants,  George  Lake  and      -R^wto*- 
George  Mills  HiU,  entered  into  partnership  together  as  heHef  01^7  is 

admissible  oa 
interlocntory  application,  though  not  at  the  hearing  of  a  oanse,  and  the  gronnds  of  snch  belief 
an  properly  stated  in  the  iffidiivit,  eren  in  the  case  where  such  grounds  consist  in  great  part 
of  conTcrsations  with  third  persons,  wbo  might  be  but  are  not  produced,  and  where  the 
deponent  swears  that  he  disbelieres  the  statements  made  to  him  by  such  persons. 

The  rule,  that  no  new  evidence  can  be  addneed  on  a  motion  after  it  has  been  opened,  ex- 
tends to  the  ease  of  documents  which  it  is  proposed  to  verify  viva  voce  by  the  attesting 
witness. 

Where  a  deed  oontalDS  an  absolute  covenant  not  to  do  an  act,  such  covenant  will  not,  in 
tile  absence  of  a  Bill  to  rectify  the  deed,  be  controlled  by  a  recital  in  the  deed  from  which  it 
iqipears  that  the  parties  hitended  that  such  act  might  be  done  on  payment  of  a  fixed  snm  for 
liquidated  damages. 
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eating-house  keepers,  and  carried  on  the  said  business  at 
two  different  houses,  one  No.  49  CAeapaide,  which  had 
originally  been  Lake's,  and  the  other,  Na  13  Oracechurch- 
street,  which  had  from  the  first  belonged  to  HiU.  In  De- 
cember, 1856,  the  partnerhip  was  dissolved ;  and  articles  of 
dissolution  were  signed  by  the  partners,  but  no  deed  was 
then  executed  for  the  purposa 

By  an  indenture  dated  the  Slst  December,  1858,  and 
made  between  George  Lake  of  the  one  part,  and  HUZ  of  the 
other  part,  after  reciting  the  agreement  for  the  dissolution, 
it  was  recited  that  it  had  been  also  stipulated  that  the  deed 
of  dissolution  should  contain,  amongst  other  things,  a  cove- 
nant by  Lake  that  he  would  not  use  any  means  to  obtain 
the  custom  or  business  from  Hill,  nor  carry  on  the  trade 
or  business  of  an  eating-house  keeper  within  the  distance  of 
one  mile  from  the  said  house,  No.  13  Oraceckurch-street, 
without  paying  to  HUl  the  sum  of  £1,500,  as  or  by  way  of 
stated  or  liquidated  damages,  and  that  he  would  enter  into 
all  necessary  assurances  for  carrying  the  purposes  aforesaid 
into  effect:  It  was  witnessed,  that  in  consideration  of 
£15,000  then  paid  or  secured  to  Lake,  he  Lake  assigned 
to  Hill  all  his  share  and  interest  in  the  premises  and  in 
the  said  trade  or  business,  and  in  all  the  fixtures,  fittings, 
and  stock-in-trade  on  the  premises,  together  with  the  good- 
will of  the  business  and  all  other  partnership  effects,  for  his 
own  benefit;  and  thereby  Lake  covenanted  with  Hill, 
his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  (amongst  other 
things),  that  he  Lake  should  not  nor  would  at  any  time 
thereafter,  either  alone  or  together  with  or  for  any  other 
person  or  persons,  carry  on  or  be  engaged  in  the  trade  or 
business  of  an  eating-house  keeper,  or  any  matter  or 
thing  whatsoever  in  anywise  relating  thereto,  within  the 
distance  of  one  mile  from  the  said  messuage  or  tenement, 
No.  13  Gracechwrchrstreet  aforesaid ;  and  that  in  case  he 
Lake  should  act  contrary  to  or  in  infringement  of  that 
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agreement^  he  would  immediately  thereupon  pay  to  Hill,         ^^^' 
his  executoiB  or  administrators,  the  sum  of  ^1500  as  liqui- 
dated damages. 

By  another  indenture  of  the  same  date  Hill  mortgaged      Statenmt. 
the  premises  to  Lake  to  secure  d^OOO,  part  of  the  said  sum 
of  «fl  5,000 ;  but  this  sum  was  paid  to  Lake  and  a  release  of 
the  mortgage  executed  on  the  30th  September,  1860. 

By  a  memorandum  of  agreement^  dated  11th  May,  1 861, 
HiU  sold  the  house  in  Cheapaide  to  the  Plainti£&  for  a  sum 
of  £10,000 ;  and  amongst  the  covenants  contai^ned  in  the 
asmgnment  then  executed,  was  one  that  HUl  would  not  at 
any  time,  directly  or  indirectly,  by  himself  or  in  partner- 
ship with  any  person  whomsoever,  or  in  any  other  manner, 
carry  on  or  be  engaged  in  carrying  on  the  trade  or  busi- 
ness of  an  eating-house  keeper,  or  retailer  of  wine  or 
spirits  or  beer,  or  any  branch  thereof,  within  the  distance  of 
half  a  mile  measured  in  a  direct  line  from  No.  49  Cheapaide 
aforesaid,  except  as  theretofore  at  No.  13  Oracechurch- 
Bb'eeij  and  also,  (but  without  prejudice  to  the  right  of  ob- 
taining an  injunction  against  any  breach  of  this  covenant), 
would  in  case  of  any  breach  thereof  pay  a  sum  of  j^oOO  as 
and  for  liquidated  damages ;  and  there  was  also  a  covenant^ 
that  if  Lake  should  act  contraiy  to  or  in  infiringement  of  the 
covenant  contained  in  the  said  indenture  of  Slst  December, 
]858,  then  and  in  such  case  HiU  would,  at  the  request  of 
the  Plaintiffi,  and  at  the  joint  expense  of  HiU  and  the 
Flaintiffir,  institute  and  prosecute  with  all  due  despatch 
a  suit  for  an  injunction  against  Lake  restraining  him  from 
so  acting,  or  institute  and  prosecute  with  the  like  despatch 
on  the  like  terms  an  action  at  law  against  Lake  on  the 
said  covenant  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  agreed  to  be  paid 
by  him  as  aforesaid ;  and  that  if  and  when  that  sum  or  any 
other  sum  should  be  recovered  from  Lake,  such  sum  should 
be  apportioned  between  HiU  and  the  Plaintiffs  in  equal 

moieties :   and  in  case  HiU  should  n^lect  to  prosecute  such 
VOL.  L  I  . 
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^^: .       suit  or  action  for  one  week  after  request  by  the  Plaintiffii  to 
do  80,  then  and  in  such  case  the  Plaintiffs  were  to  be  at 
liberty  to  enforce  the  said  covenant  themselves,  on  indem- 
Sii^ent.      ^ifyJng  ^itt  against  costs. 

In  the  month  of  March,  1863,  Lake  agreed  to  purchase 
two  houses,  Noa  66  and  67  Cheapaide  (which  had  been  used 
by  one  Fisher  as  an  eating-house,  called  the  Anchor)  for  the 
sum  of  ^1600 ;  and  he  stated  to  his  vendor  as  a  reason  why 
he  could  not  give  more,  that,  if  he  carried  out  his  intention  of 
converting  the  said  houses  into  an  eating-house^  he  should 
have  to  psLj Hill £1500,io  entitle  him  to  carry  on  the  businesa 

Immediately  after  the  conclusion  of  this  agreement. 
Lake  entered  into  possession  of  the  houses,  and  he  caused 
bills  to  be  placed  on  the  premises,  announcing  that  the 
house  would  shortly  be  re-opened  as  an  eating-house  by 
"  Lake,  late  of  No.  49  Cheapside,  and  of  No*  18  Grace- 
chuTch-atreet" 

It  was  admitted  that  these  premises  were  within  one  mile 
of  No.  13  Qracechurch  Street. 

Immediately  after  Lake  had  announced  his  intention  of 
opening  Nos.  66  and  67  Cheapaide  as  an  eating-house, 
the  PlaintifiGs  objected  to  his  doing  so ;  and  thereupon  Lake 
offered  to  pay  HUl  the  ^1500  in  satisfaction  of  his  in- 
tended breach  of  covenant  HiJl  was  willing  to  accept  this 
offer  \  but  the  Plaintifiis  refused  to  acquiesce  in  this  arrange- 
ment^ and  told  Lake  that  they  required  him  specifically  to 
perform  his  covenant. 

Thereupon  Lake,  on  the  2nd  April,  1868,  informed  the 
Plaintiffs  that  he  thought  his  opening  the  eating-house  in 
question  would  not  do  them  any  harm ;  and  that,  at  any 
rate,  such  eating-house  was  not  to  be  opened  by  him,  but 
by  his  nephew  the  Defendant  James  Lake.  The  Plaintiff 
Bird  replied  that  Janies  Lake  had  no  means  of  carrying 
on  the  business;  whereto  George  Lake  replied,  *•  Well,  then, 
to  tell  you  the  truth,  I  have  a  young  family,  and  must  do 
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the  beet  I  can  for  them,^  or  words  to  that  effect.    Bird         I8e». 

replied  that  he  thought  Lake  was  acting  very  ill  towards 

the  Plaintiffs ;  andZaAe  then  intimated  that  he  intended  to 

pay  the  ^1500  in  satisfaction  of  his  covenant ;  and  Bird 

then    expressly  informed  Lake  that  the  Plaintiffs  would 

eDdeavonr  to  enforce  specific  performance  of  the  covenant^ 

and  would  not  accept  the  ^1500  in  lieu  thereof 

On  the  same  2nd  April,  1863,  Messrs  Vcm  Sandau  Jk 
Oumming,  the  Plaintifib'  solicitors,  wrote  a  letter  to  Oeorge 
Lake  threat^iing  proceedings;  in  reply  to  which  Mr. 
Rchkieon^  the  solicitor  for  the  Defendants  Oeorge  and 
James  Lake,  wrote  a  letter,  dated  7th  April,  1863,  in 
which  he  stated  that  he  was  instructed  *'  to  say  that  it  was 
not  Lake*8  intention  to  open  the  house  in  question,  or  any 
other  house  as  an  eating-house,  or  otherwise  to  infiringe 
his  covenant'' 

The  Plaintifib,  however,  treated  this  answer  as  unsaUs* 
ftetory ;  and  in  consequence  of  this  Mr.  Robinson  (after 
some  unimportant  negotiations)  wrote  to  Van  Sandau^ 
Cummmg  the  following  letter : — 

"13th  April,  1863. 
"  Dear  Sirs, — I  did  not  in  my  letter  of  the  7th  instant 
*'  enter  into  any  detail,  as  I  considered  the  assurance  that 
"  Mr.  Lake  did  not  intend  to  infringe  his  covenant  sufficient. 

*  The  fact  is,  that  he  purchased  the  *  ATichor  Tavern'  with 
"  an  intention  of  fitting  it  up  as  an  eating-house,  and  again 
^  embarking  in  that  line  of  business.  This  accounts  for  the 
"  first  set  of  hand-bills  referred  to  in  your  letter.     All  this 

*  was  done  by  Mr.  Lake  on  the  notion  that  he  had  the  option 
"  of  paying  to  your  clients  the  stated  damages  of  .£1500, 
"  and  putting  an  end  to  the  covenant.  On  being  further 
"  advised  on  the  matter,  he  finds  some  doubt  exists  as  to 
**  his  right  to  do  this,  and  he  has  therefore  re-sold  the  pre- 
"  mises  purchased  by  him  to  Mr.  James  Lake,  who  intends 

i2 
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"  to  fit  up  and  open  the  same  as  an  eating-honse ;  hence  the 
**  second  set  of  bills  to  which  yon  refer.  My  client  has  no 
"*  interest  whatever  in  the  intended  business^  either  directly 
**  or  indirectly,  either  alone  or  with  Mr.  James  LcLke,  nor 
^'  does  he  intend  to  be  engaged  with  him  or  any  one  in  the 
"  trade  or  business  of  an  eating-house  keeper,  or  in  any 
**  matter  or  thing  in  any  way  relating  thereto,  within  the 
*'  distance  prescribed  by  his  covenant 

"  Tours  truly, 

"  James  RoBrasoN." 

The  Plaintiffi  disbelieved  the  representations  so  made  to 
them ;  and  accordingly,  on  the  24th  April,  they  filed  this 
Bill  against  both  the  Lakes  and  HUL  It  appeared  fix>m 
the  affidavits  filed  by  the  Lakes  in  opposition  to  the 
motion,  that  Oeorge  Lake  had  originally  intended  opening 
the  premises  in  question  as  an  eating-house,  under  the  im- 
pression that  he  had  a  right  to  do  so  on  paying  HiU  ^1500 ; 
but  that,  on  being  advised  by  Counsel  that  such  was  not  the 
case,  he  had  abandoned  such  intention  and  caused  the  bills 
which  he  had  put  up  to  be  taken  down ;  and  that  thereupon 
JaTMS  Lake  had  ofiered  to  purchase  the  premises  and  the 
stock  and  goodwill  thereof  and  (horge  Lake's  improve- 
ments therein ;  and  that  on  the  9th  April  it  was  agreed  that 
James  Lake  should  purchase  the  said  premises  stock  in 
trade  &c.,  for  the  sum  of  ^8000,  and  that  such  premises 
should  be  completed  by  Jbmes  Lake,  and  that  Oeorge  Lake 
should  pay  the  expense  of  such  completion  to  the  extent  of 
^1500,  which  sum  should  be  considered  as  included  in  the 
purchase-money ;  and  that  the  purchase-money  should  be 
paid  by  quarterly  instalments ;  and  that  immediately  upon 
the  conclusion  of  this  agreement  fresh  bills  had  been  put 
up,  stating.that  the  premises  would  be  opened  as  an  eating- 
house  by  James  Lake :  and  both  these  Defendants  denied 
that  Oeorge  Lake  had  any  interest  whatever  in  the  pre- 
mises, except  as  mortgagee  thereof  to  secure  the  unpaid 
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instalments  of  the  purchase-money.  The  Defendants  were  1863. 
cross-OKamined  on  their  affidavits ;  and  in  the  course  of  this 
cross-examination  the  Defendant  Oeorge  Lake  refused  to 
produce  the  assignment  to  James  Lake,  on  the  ground  that 
he  had  not  had  proper  notice  to  do  so ;  and  he  acknowledged 
that  his  nephew  had  no  means  of  paying  him  his  purchase- 
money,  except  out  of  the  profits  of  the  business. 

In  answer  to  this  Mr.  Van  Sandau  filed  an  affidavit, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  he  had  on  the  8th  of  May, 
(after  the  cross-examination),  taken  out  the  usual  summons 
for  production  of  documents ;  but  that  he  found  that  he  could 
not  get  mspection  of  such  documents  in  time  for  the  motion ; 
and  that  he  had  therefore  wiitten  a  letter  to  Mr.  Robvnson, 
to  which  he  had  received  a  reply,  which  he  produced. 

He  then  stated,  that  he  disbelieved  the  representations 
made  by  the  Lakes  as  to  the  assignment  of  the  premises 
to  James  Lake  ;  and  that  he  therefore  called  upon  one  Mr. 
Hyde,  from  whom  James  Lake  had  sworn  that  he  had 
borrowed  ^^200  towards  paying  for  this  assignment,  and 
that  Hyde  had,  untruly  as  he  believed,  corroborated  Lake's 
tiU>Ty ;  and  that  he  then  saw  a  Mr.  Cratvford  and  other  per* 
Bons^  in  consequence  of  whose  representations  he  was  con- 
firmed in  his  disbelief  in  the  existence  of  any  bona  fide 
transfer  of  the  premises  or  businesa 

The  affidavit  was  of  considerable  length,  and  described  the 
various  steps  taken  by  the  deponent  with  much  minute 
detail. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  Flaintiffii,  Argumeni. 
now  moved  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Lakes  from 
opening  the  said  premises  as  an  eating  house,  and  from 
carrying  on  in  any  other  premises  within  one  mile  from 
Na  13  GracechuTch  Street ,  any  business  of  an  eating- 
house  keeper,  established  or  the  capital  whereof  should  be 
found  by  Oeorge  Lake,  or  wherein  or  in-any  matter  or  thing 
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^1868^  relating  to  which  the  said  Oeorge  Lake  was  or  should  be 
engaged  either  alone  or  with  or  for  Jcumea  Lake;  and  also 
for  an  injunction  against  Oeorge  Lake  in  the  terms  of  the 
Ar~meni  ^^^^^^^  When  the  motion  was  first  mentioned,  it  was 
proposed  that  it  should  stand  over  for  production  of  the 
documents  required,  on  the  undertaking  of  the  Defendants 
not  to  open  the  house  in  the  interim ;  but  the  Defendants 
refused  to  give  any  undertaking,  and  it  therefore  became 
necessary  to  bring  on  the  motion. 

The  admission  of  the  affidavit  of  Van  Sandau  before- 
mentioned  was  opposed,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  mere 
hearsay  from  persons  who  might  have  been  subpoenaed  to 
give  their  evidence  directly. 

[The  YiCE-CHANCBLLoa — I  have  always  understood  the 
rule  to  be  this — Evidence  of  belief  is,  at  the  Hearing  of  the 
cause,  of  no  value  whatever ;  but  on  an  interlocutory  appli* 
cation  it  is  always  admitted  as  putting  the  other  side  to 
answer  it,  and  if  not  expressly  denied  is  to  be  assumed,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  application,  to  be  in  accordance  with  the 
facts.] 

Mr.  Oiffard,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Napier  Higffvns,  for  James 
Lake. — ^We  are  no  party  to  the  covenant,  and  no  relief  can 
be  had  against  us.  The  allegations  made  against  us  are  all 
disproved.  The  only  question  is,  whether  George  Lake's 
interest  as  mortgagee  of  these  premises  is  sufficient  to  make 
the  carrying  on  of  the  business  by  us  an  infringement  of  the 
covenant ;  but  that  cannot  be  so,  as  the  very  same  covenant 
is  contained  in  Hill's  assignment  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  yet 
Hill  was  permitted  to  remain  as  mortgagee  of  the  premises. 
There  is  therefore  no  breach  of  covenant  proved^  and  no 
case  for  injunction. 

Mr.  Miutall  (Sir  Hugh  Cairns,  Q.  C,  with  him)  for 
the  Defendant  Oeorge  Lake,  proposed  to  give  in  evidence 
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the  agreemant  of  December,  1856,  between  Hill  and  Oeorge 
Laks,  and  the  assignment  from  Oeorge  Lake  to  James  Lake  ; 
and  for  that  purpose  to  call  the  attesting  witnesses  and 
pro?e  the  documents  viva  voce  as  at  the  Hearing  of  the  causa 

[The  YiCE*  Chancellor. — ^You  have  yourself  forced  on 
this  motion  bj  refusing  the  undertaking ;  and  that  being 
80,  you  cannot  complain  that  you  are  unprepared.  The 
rule  as  to  motions  is,  that  no  new  evidence  can  be  offered 
after  the  motion  is  opened ;  and  I  cannot  therefore  admit 
these  documents  now.] 

Mr.  RudaU. — ^At  any  rate,  the  Defendants  have  sworn 
to  the  fwd  of  a  complete  bon&  fide  assignment,  and  we 
tender  the  deeds  themselves  as  evidence  in  corroboration  of 
the  affidavits.  But,  moreover,  the  recitals  in  the  deed,  as 
they  appear  on  the  face  of  the  Bill,  show  that  what  was 
intended  was  that  Lake  might  if  he  pleased  open  such 
a  house  as  this,  on  paying  £1500  for  the  privilege;  and 
that  sum  having  been  tendered  before  motion,  the  motion 
ought  to  be  refused. 

Mr.  E.  K.  Karelake,  for  the  Defendant  Hill,  took  no 
part  in  the  aigument 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


ArgumetU. 


Yicb-Chakcellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood:— 

1  think  an  injunction  must  issue,  to  restrain  Oeorge  Lake 
till  the  Hearing  or  further  order  in  the  words  of  the  covenant ; 
and  to  restrain  James  Lake  in  similar  terms  from  carrying 
on  such  business  as  partner  of  George  Lake  or  otherwise  on 
his  behalf,  so  long  as  Oeorge  Lake  has  any  interest  in  the 
profits  of  such  business.  1  do  not  feel  myself  at  liberty 
to  restrain  James  Lake,  if  he  has  bon&  fide  purchased  thi 
business  for  himself. 


Judgment. 
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ifigs.  I  wifih  to  say  one  word  with  regard  to  Mr.  Van  Sa/n^ 

doAi^a  affidavit  This  Court  is  constantly  in  the  habit, 
on  interlocutory  applications^  of  allowiug  statements  as  to 
belief; — of  course,  at  the  Hearing  of  the  cause,  evidence 
of  hearsay  would  be  inadmissible,  and  evidence  simply  of 
belief  would  be  in  general  perfectly  valueless: — ^but  on 
interlocutory  applications  the  practice  is  for  one  side  to 
swear  to  their  belief,  and  then  their  opponents  are  put 
to  answering  the  affidavits;  in  such  a  case  the  facts  so 
sworn  to  are  not  proved,  but  if  uot  denied  by  the  other 
side,  are  assumed  to  be  true  for  the  purposes  of  that 
application. 

Then  the  23rd  General  Order  of  the  5th  of  February, 
I86I9  requires  every  affidavit  to  show  on  the  &oe  of  it 
the  means  of  knowledge  of  the  deponent,  (of  course  this 
does  not  alter  the  rule  of  the  Court  as  to  admissibility 
of  evidence). 

Then,  putting  these  two  things  together,  when  a  state- 
ment is  made  merely  on  belief,  it  seems  to  be  proper  to  state 
the  grounds  of  the  deponent's  belief,  so  as  to  show  that 
he  has  some  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  making 
the  statement,  and  that  he  has  not  sworn  merely  to  raise 
an  issue ;  and  the  hearsay  evidence  in  question  in  this 
case  seems  properly  introduced  as  a  ground  of  belief, 
though  not  in  itself  evidence  of  any  fiEtct. 

I  think  this  particular  affidavit  might  have  been  a  great 
deal  better  framed.  It  is  very  loose  and  unnecessarily 
prolix,  and  Mr.  V<va  Sandau  in  some  parts  takes  it  upon 
him  to  swear  to  what  is  the  practice  of  this  Court ;  but 
the  main  facts  appear  to  stand  thus: — 

Oeorge  Lake  sold  to  Hill  a  very  valuable  business, 
carried  on  in  two  different  houses,  one  in  Oracechurch 
Street  the  other  in  Cheapside;  and  on  the  occasion  of  the 
sale  he  entered  into  the  covenant  in  question,  which  was 


Judgment 
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dtturly  intended  to  include  both  houses^  which  are  within  1868. 
one  mile  of  one  another.  George  Lake  appears  to  have 
mistaken  the  effect  of  the  covenant ;  and  upon  the  recitals 
of  the  deeds  there  certainly  is  some  ground  for  saying  that 
the  parties  were  looking  to  something  other  than  an  abso- 
lute covenant ;  it  might  well  be  that  Oeorge  Lake  believed 
that  he  could  escape  from  the  force  of  this  covenant  by 
paying  £1500 ;  but  that  is  not  so':  and  I  do  not  think  that 
I  can  on  this  Bill  control  the  covenant  by  any  presumption 
arising  oat  of  the  recital^  at.  least  so  far  as  that  recital 
appears  in  the  Bill — (I  have  already  given  my  reason  for 
refusing  further  evidence  as  to  this) — and  I  think  I  give 
this  gentleman  the  fullest  advantage  to  which  he  is  entitled, 
when  I  say  that  I  quite  believe  that  he  was  acting  bonft 
fide  when  he  bought  his  present  house  and  tendered  the 
jei500  to  the  Plaintif&  and  HiU.  He  paid  large  sums  of 
money  on  the  faith  of  his  being  able  in  this  manner  to  get 
rid  of  the  covenant ;  and  HiU  was  willing  to  accept  the 
£1500,  or  his  share  of  it^  and  let  him  go  on ;  but  the  Plain* 
ti£EB  refused  the  tender,  and  determined  to  stand  upon  the 
covenant.  He  then  took  a  course,  which,  if  bonft  fide  com- 
pleted before  Bill  filed,  would  have  entitled  him  to 
say,  **  The  case  is  very  different  from  that  raised  by  the 
Bill ;  I  am  doing  nothing,  and  have  no  power  to  hinder  the 
act  you  complain  of.''  That  would  have  been  the  case  if 
the  transfer  had  been  bon&  fide  concluded  before  Bill  filed ; 
but  upon  the  hcts  it  appears  that  he  had  not  really  parted 
with  his  interest  until  after  the  institution  of  the  suit,  and 
this  would  in  itself  entitle  the  Plaintiffi  to  an  injunction. 
It  i^pears  that  no  instrument  which  would  have  the  effect 
of  depriving  Oeorge  Lake  of  his  interest  in  this  business 
was  executed  till  four  days  after  the  filing  of  the  BilL 
Then,  has  the  right  of  the  Plainti£b  to  insist  upon  an 
injunction  been  displaced  by  anything  that  has  occurred 
lince  the  filing  of  the  Bill  ?  I  think  not.  I  should  not 
have  parted  with  this  case  without  much  further  inquiiy. 
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^^  .  even  on  the  supposition  that  it  entirely  rested  on  the 
evidence  of.  Oeorge  Lake  and  his  assignee.  Oearge  Lake 
says : — '*  I  have  a  young  fjBimily,  .cj,nd  I  must  do  my  best 
Ju^mint,  ^^^  them.''  How  does  be  do  that  by  buying  a  bouse  and  sell- 
ing it  again  immediately  afterwards  ?  He  clearly  in  the 
first  place  wants  the  business  for  himself;  then,  finding  that 
he  cannot  carry  out  that  intention,  he  goes  to  James  Lake, 
who  has  no  capital,  and  no  means  of  paying  any  money 
except  out  of  the  profits  of  the  business.  Then  his 
solicitor  writes  a  letter,  in,  which  he  says  that  Oeorge 
Lake  has  no  interest  in  the  concern;  whereas  in  truth 
nothing  which  could  affect  his  interest  had  then  been 
done,  and  nothing  was  done  until  the  parties  were  put 
\mder  the  pressure  of  this  suit  Then,  again^  they  refused 
to  produde  this  deed  of  assignment  when  it  was  asked  for ; 
and  though  they  now  endeavour  to  use  that  deed  for  their 
own  purposesi  I  have  been  obliged  to  hold  it  inadmissible. 
In  this  state  of  things  the  Plainti£Fs  offered  to  allow  the 
motion  to  stand  over  on  the  ordinary  undertaking ;  but  the 
Defendants^  no  doubt  imder  proper  advice,  refused  to  give 
any  undertaking,  and  therefor^,  the  motion  was  forced  on, 
and  I  am  obliged  to  dispose  of  the  question.  The  refusal 
of  such  an  imdertaking  always  gives  rise  to  grave  sus- 
picion in  my  mind;  for  the  undertaking  prejudices 
nothing,  and  I  can  see  no  ground  for  such  refusal^  unless 
there  be  something  behindhand.  I  have  the  strongest  pos- 
sible suspicion  that  there  never  has  been  any  such  total 
assignment  as 'is  necessary  to  support  the  case  oi  James 
Lake*  Can  be  have  paid  ^2000  merely  for  the  goodwill 
of  the  Anchor  ^  I  do  not  think  that  Oeorge  Lake  has 
parted  with  this  property  without  retaining  some  hold  on 
the  profits.  I  must,  therefore,  grant  the  injunction,  but  it 
must  be  in  the  limited  form  which  I  have  pointed  out.  It  wUl 
have  the  disadvantage  of  raising  the  whole  question  at 
issue  in  the  cause  on  motion  for  committal ;  but  that 
cannot  be  avoided :  it  will  be  for  James  Lake  to  see  that 
he  keeps  within  the  terms  of  the  injunction. 
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186S. 

^     SMITH  V.  LEVEAUX.    ,  j^°iAd 

A  HIS  was  a  Bill  for  an  account.    The  Defendants  were  The  rule  that 
wine-merchants,  who  carried  on  business  at  Liverpool  for  aoconnt  wUl 
"The  jytin^arian  Vineyard  Company,"  under  the  name  of  JSVof  i!na«iit 
"  Leveaux  §  Co."  ^""f^  ^" 

-^  principal  ex- 

cept in  caBes  of 

The  Defendants,  being  desirous  of  introducing  jOTte^arian  mutual 
wines  and  spirits  into  the  wine  trade  in  Englomd,  made  an  great  compiica- 
arrangement  with  the  Plaintiff  to  travel  for  them  over  extend  to  a^ 
a  ocmBiderable  district  in  EngUimd.     This  arrangement  there  havTbeeii 
was  stated   in   the   Bill  to  be   on  the  terms  that  the  receipts  by  the 

principal;  of 

Plaintiff  should  receive  a  commission  of  7^   per    cent  the  particulars 
upon  all  orders  obtained  by  him  through  his  connection  T^em^s  igno- 
(and  executed  by  the  Defendants)  for  the  wines  and  spirits  ""*»  on  which 

^  "^  '  ^  acommiuion 

sold   by  them  to  any  of  the  Plaintiff's  connections  or  is  payable  to 
throogh  his  introduction.  5^  v 

Plaintiff  will 

It  appeared  fipom  the  evidence,  however,  that  this  state-  S^'anowcd^to^ 
ment  was  not  quite  accurate,  and  that  the  original  propo-  obtain  a  higher 
sition  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  had  been  that  he  was  to  than  he  has 
receive  10  per  cent. ;  but  that  on  the  14th  of  January,  biulsTen^wi^ 
1860,  the  Defendant -Bdtwird  Leveaux  had  written  him  le^^e  to  amend 

for  the  purpose 

a  letter,  in  which    he   explained   that   they  could   not  of  claiming  the 
pay  so  heavy  a   commission,  and    offered   him  7^  per  mfssfon^M 
cent.     It  further  appeared,  that  in  an  account  which  the  **•*"  refused. 
Plaintiff  had  sent  in  in  the  month  of  July,  1860,   but   ^  ^V$<-  ^^/  < 
which  the  Defendants  declared  they  had  never  seen,  the 
Plaintiff  had  charged  commission  at  the  rate  of  10  per 
cent,   up  to   Ist  'Januaiy,  I860,  and  at  the  rate  of  7^ 
per  cent,  for  the  rest  of  the  time,  and  it  appeared  by  such 
account  that  the  sum  of  £227  :  6  :  10  was  then  due  to  the 
Plaintiff  for  commission  calculated  as  aforesaid.    In  the 
said  letter  were  also  inclosed  two  bills  of  exchange  for  accep- 
tance by  the  Defendants,  in  liquidation  of  the  said  amount. 


124  CASES  IN  CHANCBBT. 

ises.  In  reply  to  the  last-mentioDed  letter,  the   Defendant 

Edward  Leveaux  wrote  to  the  Plaintiff  a  letter  which 
formed  the^]^^  of  tfie  contract  jn  question  in  the  suit 
Such  letter  was  (so  far  as  material)  as  follows  : — 


Staiemwt, 


"  Oaiiow,  July  23, 1860. 

"  Dear  Sir, — In  reply  to  yours  of  the  19th  July,  which 
'^  has  been  forwarded  to  me  here,  I  beg  to  say  I  cannot 
''  arrange  for  the  acceptance  of  the  bills  there  named,  as 
"  drawn  at  three  and  four  months,  untU  I  know  the  state 
''  of  your  commission  balance  due,  as  I  fancy  when  the 
''  goods  are  allowed  for  that  are  marked  down  as  arranged 
«'  by  yourself  to  your  account  the  balance  will  be  very 
«  much  less  than  the  sum  named  in  your  favour  as  above, 
"  as  there  have  been  several  countermanded  and  orders 
"  refused  that  I  think  you  do  not  include  in  your  state* 
''  ment.  However,  on  my  return,  this  will  be  quickly 
"  adjusted.  As  regards  the  towns  lately  traced  out  for 
"  your  canvass,  I  beg  to  say,  in  submitting  that  list  of 
"  places  easily  worked  from  London,  I  quite  thought  that 
"  it  would  be  the  ground  most  likely  to  suit  your  views  of 
**  a  head-quarters  in  town  ;  and  if  I  remember  correctly, 
"  there  were  several  large  places  that  were  amongst  those 
"  towns  marked  before  by  yourself  for  our  joint  business* 
"  and  several  that  had  been  already  worked,  such  as  Bir-- 
"  mingham,  Leamington^  CAdtenJiam,  Gloucester,  and 
"  Brighton;  and  I  again  say  that  I  have  no  doubt,  if  you 
"  carry  out  your  London  plan  of  head-quarters,  that  district 
"  will  be  the  most  valuable  for  you  to  work. 

"  Now,  as  regards  the  commission,  I  am  most  anxious 
"  that  it  should  be  as  remunerative  as  possible  with  the 
"  successful  working  out  of  the  business.  To  keep  at  our 
'•  present  prices  in  brandy,  port,  sherry,  &a,  I  find  it  will 
**  not  suit  to  allow  a  higher  commission  than  the  following; 
"  and  particularly  as  I  have  had  to  give  up  a  highly  pro- 
"  fitable  portion  of  our  business,  so  that  I  might  have  time 
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*'  to  iravd  entirely  in  the  HuTiga/rian  wine  trade.  On  all 
"business  done  by  yourself,  either  in  London  or  your 
"  district,  7^  per  cent,  where  our  full  prices  and  ship- 
"  ping  arrangements  are  adhered  to,  and,  of  course, 
''only  on  good  debts,  and  an  allowance  of  3^  per 
"  cent  on  all  orders  received  from  your  friends  first  in* 
*  troduced  by  you,  so  long  as  you  continue  to  exert 
**  yourself  in  the  working  out  of  the  business,  and  are 
''engaged  in  the  selling  of  our  Hungcman  wines  and 
"  spirits ;  but  of  course  we  could  not  bind  ourselves  in 
"  perpetuity  to  such  an  allowance,  as  you  might  cease  to 
''  represent  these  interests,  and  then,  of  course,  the  allow- 
"  ance  would  cease  at  the  same  time.  Such  a  contingency 
"  I  hope,  however,  is  not  likely  to  occur.'' 

In  reply  to  the  last-mentioned  letter,  the  Flainti£^  on 
the  Ist  of  August^  1860,  wrote  to  the  Defendants  assenting 
to  the  terms  as  to  commission  contained  in  such  letter ; 
and  on  the  Srd  of  the  same  month  he  again  sent  them  two 
bills  for  acceptance  for  ^113:12:11  each,  making  to- 
gether the  said  sum  of  £227  :  6  :  10 ;  one  of  which  bills  was 
afterwards  accepted  by  the  Defendants^  and  paid. 

The  Bill  then  stated  that  the  Plaintiff,  not  being  satisfied 
with  the  extent  of  the  districts  to  which  his  agency  for  the 
Defendants  had  been  limited,  required  that  the  same  should 
be  extended ;  and  on  that  being  reftised,  wrote  and  sent  to 
the  Defendants  a  letter  dated  27ih  August^  I860,  declining 
their  agency  as  from  that  day ;  that  thereupon  the  Defen- 
dant Edivard  Leveaux  had  an  interview  with  him  at 
HuU,  as  the  result  whereof  it  was  agreed  that  the  Plaintiff 
should  continue  his  agency,  and  that  upon  all  orders  for 
wines  and  spirits  obtained  by  the  Plaintiff  within  his  dis- 
trict which  were  executed  by  the  Defendants,  the  Plaintiff 
should  receive  a  commission  of  7^  per  cent.,  and  that  he 
should  continue  to  receive  3^  per*  cent,  commission  upon 
other  orders  from  his  connection  not  within  such  district. 
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The  answer  subBtantially  admitted  the  truth  of  these 
statements^  save  that  the  Defendants  asserted  that,  in  ac- 
cepting the  bill  of  exchange  in  question,  they  did  not  in- 
tend to  admit  the  accuracy  of  the  Flaintiflfs  demand,  but 
that  such  bill  was  merely  accepted  as  a  &YOur  to  the 
Plainti£f,  and  by  way  of  payment  on  account ;  and  that 
what  had  been  really  agreed  to  at  the  Hull  meeting  was, 
that  the  Flainti£f  was  to  have  a  district  of  seventy  towns, 
chiefly  round  London^  and  was  to  receive  1\  per  cent 
upon  the  invoice  prices  of  all  orders  taken  there  by  him 
personally,  but  not  any  commission  upon  orders  not  taken  by 
him  personally,  nor  upon  orders  out  of  his  district,  although 
sent  by  persons  originally  introduced  by  him ;  and  that  in 
other  respects  the  terms  were  to  be  the  saine  as  those  of  the 
original  agreement,  as  modified  by  the  said  letter  of  the  23rd 
July,  1860 ;  and,  ''  save  as  aforesaid,"  they  traversed  the 
Plaintiff's  account  of  the  agreement  come  to  at  that  meeting. 

Further  disputes  having  arisen,  the  Plaintifi^  in  the 
month  of  September,  1861,  ceased  to  travel  for  the  Defen- 
dants ;  and  on  the  14th  of  January,  1862,  filed  this  Bill  for 
an  account  and  payment  of  what  was  due  to  him  firom  the 
Defendants. 

The  Answer  contained  the  following  charge :  *'  We  sub- 
mit that  this  Bill  should  not  have  been  filed,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff's  remedy,  if  any,  is  by  action  at  law/' 

The  evidence  was  very  voluminous^  consisting  in  great 
part  of  the  correspondence  between  the  parties,  besides 
.which  the  Plaintiff  had  been  examined  upon  a  concise 
statement,  and  all  the  parties  had  been  cross-examined,  but 
nothing  material  was  elicited,  save  as  above  stated. 


ArgumtnL         Mr.  WiUcock,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  RoaAurffh,  for  the  Plaintiff : — 
Upon  the  iacts  of  this  case  it  is  clear  that  the  Plaintiff 


ilr^iMiMiif. 
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is  entitled  to  an  account ;  and  the  only  quoBtion  is  as  to  ita 
fonn  and  extent.  The  acceptance  and  payment  of  the  bill 
for  £113  :  12  : 1 1  shows  that  the  account  sent  in  in  August, 
1860,  was  treated  as  a  settled  account,  for  no  one  ever 
heard  of  a  bill  for  an  odd  sum  of  money  being  dra^vn  on 
account 

If  that  account  is  to  be  opened,  then  we  are  entitled  to 
have  our  oommiBsion  calculated  at  10  per  cent  for  the  year 
1859,  and  at  7^  per  cent,  for  the  rest  of  the  time  during 
which  the  agency  lasted.  Finally,  we  are  entitled  to  3 j 
per  cent,  on  all  orders  received  from  persons  whom  we  in* 
troduoed,  and  to  an  account  of  these  orders :  this  account 
could  not  have  been  had  at  law. 

Mr.  JeaseU  for  the  Defendants : — 

Unless  your  Honour  is  prepared  to  reverse  everything 
that  has  been  done,  you  cannot  sustain  this  BilL 

There  are  but  three  cases  in  which  a  Bill  will  lie  for  an 
account  of  this  nature : 

1.  By  principal  against  agent,  on  account  of  the  trust 
reposed  in  him ; 

2.  Where  there  are  cross  accounts,  each  party  having 
both  received  and  paid  moneys  on  account  of  the  other ; 

3.  In  exceptional  cases  of  great  complexity,  like  that  of 
The  Taff  Vale  Gompomy  v.  Nixon  (a). 

No  other  case  has  been  recognised. 

It  is  not  sufficient  that  there  should  be  entries  on  both 
sides  of  the  account :  Padwick  v.  Hurat  (&) ;  nor  even  that 
the  Bill  should  charge  great  complication  in  the  accounts,  if 
it  appears  that  there  is  (as  here)  but  one  accounting  party : 
Padwick  V.  Stcmley  (<?),  where  Vice-Chancellor  Turner 
allowed  a  general  demurrer  to  such  a  Bill  in  spite  of  a 
charge  much  stronger  than  anything  which  appears  here. 

(a)  1  H.  L.  Gas.  111.        (ft)  18  Beav.  575.        (c)  9  Hare,  628. 
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ises.  [He  also  referred  to  PAUUpa  y.  Phillips  (a),  Dinwiddis 

Smith        V.  BaiUy  (6),  North  Eastern  Ra/iluHiy  Compcmy  ▼.  Mar- 
LetLux.      <^^  W»  -^^  ▼•  Hill{d),  Fhiker  v.  Taylor  (^).] 

^fyiHMHt  j^  j^  immaterial  that  we  have  to  account  for  the  3i  per 
cent,  received  on  orders  from  the  Plaintiff's  introduction  (if 
indeed  on  the  true  coDstruction  of  the  agreement  we  have 
to  do  so),  as  at  most  that  could  only  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to 
file  a  bill  of  discovery,  or  exhibit  interrogatories  for  our 
examination  in  an  action  for  not  accounting ;  it  cannot  give 
this  Court  a  jurisdiction,  which  it  had  not  otherwise,  to  en- 
tertain such  a  Bill 

On  the  &cts  we  dispute : — 

Ist  That  the  Plaintiff  ever  was  entitled  to  10  per 
cent.; 

2ndly.  The  times  at  which  the  3^  per  cent,  commission 
was  to  begin  and  end  ; 

.  Srdly.  The  persons  in  respect  of  whose  orders  it  was  to 
be  paid. 

[The  Yice-Chancellob. — ^I  do  not  see  how  the  Plaintiff 
can  possibly  get  10  per  cent.,  when  his  Bill  expressly  says 
the  agreement  was  for  7^  only.] 

Mr.  Willcocky  Q.C.,  in  reply. — ^The  Bill  is  in  error  on  that 
point;  it  was  prepared  from  the  instructions  given  by  a 
clerk  in  the  Plaintiff's  absence,  and  die  error  was  not  dis- 
covered till  the  answer  to  the  concise  statement  had  been 
filed ;  leave  to  amend  was  then  applied  for,  but  refused  as 
coming  too  late.  On  the  evidence  the  matter  of  fact  is 
clear^  and  the  letter  of  14th  January,  1860,  which  seems  at 
first  sight  to  controvert  it^  is  mere  argument,  and  virtually 
admits  it 

(a)  9  Hare  471 .  (fi)  2  Phfl.  759. 

(h)  6  Yes.  Id6.  (d)  2  H.  L.  Gas.  2S. 

(e)  8  Dr.  182. 
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I  do  not  think  that  under  the  circumstances  I  can 
assume  that  there  was  a  concluded  agreement  to  pay 
this  10  per  cent,  commission;  the  Bill  only  says  7i  Judgmnt. 
per  cent. ;  and .  I  must  take  it  that  the  Bill  was  filed 
after  deliberation  and  with  full  knowledge  on  the 
PlaintifiTs  part  of  a  circumstance  which  must  have  been 
present  to  his  mind.  I  think  I  am  going  a  great  way  in 
his  &voiir  when  I  allow  him  an  inquiry  about  this  10 
per  cent. :  not  only  he  does  not  claim  it  by  his  Bill^  but 
on  the  construction  of  the  letter  of  14th  January,  I860, 
which  has  been  relied  on,  my  impression  would  be, 
that  they  had  originally  agreed  to'  7^  per  cent,  but  that 
afterwards,  on  pressure  by  the  Plaintiff,  they  had  consented 
to  raise  it  to  10  per  cent.  The  Bill  is  silent  as  to  this, 
and  the  Defendant  says  in  effect^  "I  gave  way  to  your 
pressure,  but  I  cannot  go  on  with  the  new  arrangement ;'' 
and  a  question  may  arise  whether  the  Plaintiff  has  not 
acquiesced  in  that  view,  and  consented  to  take  7i  per 
cent  ab  initio. 

[His  Honour  then  discussed  the  evidence,  on  which  he 
determined,  that  an  inquiry  should  be  directed,  whether, 
anterior  to  the  year  1860,  there  had  been  any  agreement 
that  the  commission  should  be  10  per  cent.,  and  if  so, 
whether  that  agreement  had  been  in  any  and  what  manner 
waived.] 

I  am  anxious  to  give  my  reason  for  not  acceding  to  Mr. 
Jesaeta  view  on  the  question  of  law:  I  should  be  most 
unwilling  to  do  anything  which  would  have  the  appearance 
or  effect  of  throwing  any  doubt  upon  the  decisions  in 
Dmwiddie  v.  Bailey  or  PhiUips  v.  PhiUipa,  that  where 
the  receipts  and  payments  are  wholly  on  one  side,  this 
Court  will  not  take  the  account  at  the  suit  of  an  agent : 
but  this  is  a  very  different  case  from  that ;  the  Defendants 
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have  agreed  that  for  everything  they  sold  to  any  person  on 
the  Plaintiffs  introduction,  not  on  his  order,  they  would 
pay  him  3^  per  cent. ;  the  Plaintiff  cannot  possibly  know 
anything  about  those  orders,  and  therefore  the  Defendants 
must  account  for  that  commission,  and  for  that  purpose 
they  are  properly  brought  here  ;  but  for  that,  I  should  have 
been  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  case  sufficient  to  sustain 

the  Bill. 

• 

Direct  an  account  of  what  is  due  to  the  Plaintiff  for 
commission  on  all  orders  for  wines  and  brandies  obtained 
by  him  or  through  his  introduction,  leaving  the  account 
open,  and  not  treating  the  account  sent  in  July,  1860,  as  a 
settled  account ;  then  direct  the  inquiry  before  mentioned, 
and  an  inquiry  what  the  Plaintiff's  district  was ;  and  reserve 
further  consideration  and  costa 


J  Xniw  «z^.-    6^:^^-^^^- 


MAUNSELL  v,  MIDLAND  GREAT  WESTERN  (IRE- 
LAND) RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

X  HIS  was  a  Bill  by  certain  shareholders  in  the  Midland 
Great  Western  {Ireland)  Railway  Company,  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  all  other  the  shareholders  in  the  Company, 
against  the    Company   and  the  directors  thereof  (other 


Ftb.  27th, 
June  4th. 

Bailway  Com- 
pany—Agree- 
ment^Ultra 
Vires. 

Where  an 
ai^reement 
made  between 
two  Railway 
Companies 
nnder  their 
•  common  seals 

contains  clauses  which  are  beyond  the  powers  of  the  directors  of  one  of  the  Ck>mpanies,  and 
claures  for  referring  to  arbitration  all  disputes  arising  nnder  the  agreement,  this  Coort  will, 
at  the  suit  of  a  sharoholder  of  that  Company,  restrain  both  Companies  from  proceeding  to 
arbitration  in  respect  of  alleged  breaches  of  those  clauses. 

But  no  such  injunction  will  be  granted  at  the  suit  of  a  shareholder  of  the  other  Company, 
on  the  ground  that  the  stipulations  of  any  such  clause  are  beyond  the  powers  of  the  directors 
of  the  Company  in  which  the  Plaintiff  is  not  a  shareholder. 

An  agreement  by  a  Railway  Company  to  contribute  towards  the  parliamentary  deposit 
required  for  bills  promoted  by  another  Company  is  ultra  vires. 

So  also  is  an  agreement  to  take  shares  in  future  extensions  of  another  Company. 

So  also  an  agreement  to  make  traffic  regulations  applicable  to  future  extensions. 

But  no  such  agreement  is  nltra  vires  if  its  validity  is  expressly  made  to  depend  on  the 
sanction  of  Parliament 
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than  the  Plaintiff  Maunsdl)  and  the  Qreat  Northern  and 
Western  (Ireland)  Bailway  Company,  praying  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants  from  acting  on  the 
agreement  mentioned  in  the  Bill,  so  far  as  regarded  the 
clauaes  therein  specified,  and  in  particular  from  proceeding 
with  the  reference  hereinafter  mentioned,  and  from  in  any 
other  way  proceeding  upon  or  acting  under  the  notice  of 
the  13th  January,  1863,  hereinafter  set  forth. 

The  material  circumstances  were  as  follows : — 

The  MidlaTid  Great  Western  {IreUmd)  Railway  Com- 
pany (hereinafter  called  the  Midland  Company)  were 
incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament  in  1845,  for  the  purpose 
of  making  a  railway,  which,  on  the  1st  August,  1859, 
extended  firom  Dublm  through  AtJUone  to  Oalway. 

The  Plaintifib  were  shareholders  in  this  Company,  hold- 
ing shares  to  the* value  of  ^^37,000,  or  thereabouts. 

The  Oreat  Northern  and  Western  (Ireland)  Railway 
Company  (hereinafter  called  the  North  Western  Company) 
were  incorporated  by  Act  of  Parliament  in  1857,  for  the 
purpose  of  making  a  railway  commencing  by  a  junction 
with  the  Midland  Railway  at  AtMone,  and  terminating  at 
Boscomnuxn,  and  another  railway  thence  to  Cas&ereagh, 
to  be  called  "  The  Great  Northern  and  Western  (Ireland) 
Railway." 

Other  Acts  of  Parliament  were  subsequently  passed, 
empowering  the  said  North  Western  Company  to  make 
other  railways  in  extension  of  and  in  connection  with  the 
said  North  Western  Company.  One  of  these  Acts  was 
passed  in  1858,  and  authorised  certain  deviations ;  another 
was  passed  in  1859,  and  authorised  an  extension  of  the 
la'dway  to  CastUhar ;  another  in  1860,  authorising  certain 
deviations;  another  in  1861,  authorising  an  extension  to 
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Westport;  and  finally,  another  in  1862,  authorising  an 
extension  to  Ballina.  The  Acts  of  1859,  1861,  and  1862 
are  hereinafter  referred  to  as  the  Casttebar,  Westport,  and 
Ballina  Extension  Acts,  respectively. 

By  the  46th  section  of  the  Act  of  1857,  it  is  enacted, 
that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  North  Western  Company 
and  the  Midland  Company  from  time  to  time  to  enter  into 
and  make  such  contracts  and  agreements  as  should  be  deem- 
ed expedient  by  and  between  the  said  Companies,  for  and 
with  reference  to  the  working  of  the  traffic  upon  the  railway 
by  that  Act  authorised,  or  any  part  thereof,  with  the  engines 
and  carriages  of  the  Midland  Company,  and  for  the  inter- 
change and  forwarding  of  traffic  passing  to  and  from  the 
railway  of  the  Companies,  or  either  of  them,  from  or  to  the 
railway  of  the  other  of  them  ;  and  also  with  reference  to 
the  rates,  tolls,  or  charges  to  be  charged  by  or  between  the 
said  Companies  for  or  in  respect  of  any  traffic,  and  the 
division  and  apportionment  between  the  said  Companies  of 
such  rates,  tolls,  and  charges ;  and  such  contracts  and  agree- 
ments from  time  to  time  to  alter  and  vary  as  occasion 
might  require ;  and  also,  for  all  or  any  of  the  purposes 
aforesaid,  to  make  and  execute  all  such  deeds,  contracts, 
instruments,  and  assurances  as  might  be  deemed  requisite 
or  expedient  for  giving  to  the  matters  and  premises  afore- 
said full  effect 

And  by  section  47  it  was  enacted,  that,  during  the  con- 
tinuance of  any  such  traffic  arrangements,  the  railways  of 
the  two  Companies  should,  for  the  purpose  of  calculating  the 
tolls  payable  thereon,  be  deemed  one  continuous  line  of 
railway. 

And  by  section  48  it  was  enacted,  that  no  such  agree- 
meut  as  aforesaid  should  be  for  more  than  ten  years,  and  no 
such  agreement  should  have  any  operation  until  the  same 
should  have  been  approved  of  by  the  Board  of  Trade ;  and 
that  no  such  agreement  should  in  any  manner  alter,  aflect, 
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ineieasey  or  diminish  any  of  the  rates,  tolls,  or  charges 
which  the  said  Companies  should  for  the  time  being  be 
respectively  authorised  and  entitled  to  demand  and  receive 
from  any  person  or  any  other  Company ;  and  that  all  other 
persons  and  Companies  should,  notwithstanding  any  such 
agreement,  be  entitled  to  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  rail- 
ways to  which  the  said  agreement  might  relate,  upon  the 
same  terms  and  conditions,  and  on  payment  of  the  same 
tolls^  rates,  and  charges  as  they  would  have  been  in  case 
no  such  agreement  had  been  entered  into;  and  it  was 
thereby  provided  that  the  Board  of  Trade  should  not 
apfwove  any  such  agreement  without  being  satisfied  that 
the  same  had  been  duly  assented  to  by  shareholders  of  the 
Companies  respectively  in  special  meetings  assembled  for 
thai  purpose,  and  holding  at  least  three-fifths  of  the'  paid- 
up  capital  of  the  Companies  represented  at  such  meetings 
leapectively,  personally  or  by  proxy,  such  shareholders 
being  qualified  to  vote  thereat  in  right  of  such  capital 

And  section  49  provided  for  the  renewal  of  the  said 
agreement  in  such  manner  as  therein  mentioned. 

By  the  13th  and  certain  following  clauses  of  the  Iforih 
Western  Railway  A.ct  of  1858  the  Midland  Comipaxij  were 
aathorised  to  become  shareholders  in  the  North  Western 
Company  to  any  extent  not  exceeding  ^80,000  (being  one- 
third  of  the  then  authorised  capital  of  the  North  Weal  em 
Company),  and  to  appoint  one-third  of  the  directors  of  the 

hisi-mentioned  Company. 

« 

And  by  the  21st  clause  of  this  Act  it  was  enacted,  that 
the  agreements  sanctioned  by  clause  46  of  the  A.ct  of  1857 
might  comprise  (amongst  other  things) : — 

The  user  and  working  by  the  Midland  Company  of  all 
or  any  part  of  the  railways  of  the  Noi^h  Western  Company, 
and  the  works  and  conveniences  belonging  thereto. 

The  conveyance  by  the  Midland  Company  of  all  or  any 
part  of  the  traffic  upon  these  railways. 
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The  division  and  apportionment  between  the  two  Com- 
panies of  all  or  any  part  of  the  gross  or  net  receipts  from 
the  traflSc  upon  their  respective  railways. 

The  forwarding,  interchange,  and  transmission  upon  the 
respective  railways  of  the  two  Companies  of  any  ti'afiSa 

The  collection,  reception,  accommodation,  delivery,  and 
general  conduct  of  any  such  traj£a 

By  the  22nd  section  of  this  Act  power  was  given  to  the 
two  Companies  to  appoint  a  joint  committee  of  directors 
for  carrying  any  such  traffic  arrangement  into  effect. 

And  by  section  23  it  was  enacted  that  such  contracts  might 
be  entered  into  for  such  period  as  the  two  Companies  should 
think  fit ;  provided  that  if  at  the  end  of  ten  years  after  the 
date  of  any-  such  contract  or  agreement,  or  after  the  time 
of  any  revision  thereof  under  that  provision,  the  Board  of 
TradQ  should  think  that  any  of  the  terms  and  conditions 
thereof  injuriously  affected  public  interests,  they  might 
require  the  two  Companies  to  revise  the  contract  or  agree- 
ment accordingly. 

In  pursuance  of  the  powers  given  them  by  the  said 
Act,  the  Midland  Company  duly  took  up  one-third  of  the 
then  authorised  shares  of  the  North  Western  Company. 

On  the  1st  of  August,  1859,  an  agreement  was  come 
to  by  the  directors  of  the  two  Companies,  and  sealed 
in  duplicate  with  the  common  seals  of  both  Companies ; 
by  which,  after  reciting  various  mutual  oppositions  in 
Parliament,  and  that  *such  oppositions  had  been  com- 
promised, and  that  the  arrangement  for  compromise 
had  been  up  to  that  time  duly  carried  out,  a  num- 
ber of  provisions  for  the  purpose  of  settling  the  through 
traffic  and  for  other  purposes  were  agreed  to  by  and  on 
behalf  of  both  Companies. 

The  material  clauses  of  this  agreement  were  the  fol- 
lowing : — 
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'*  Article  1.  John  Hatvkahaw,  of  Oreat  George-street, 
Westminster,  civil  engineer,  or  if  be  dies  or  becomes  inca- 
pacitated, or  if  and  wben  be  declines  or  by  reason  of  absence 
is  unable  to  act^  a  competent  and  impartial  civil  engineer 
to  be  from  time  to  time  named  by  the  respective  engineers 
of  the  two  Companies,  or  if  and  when  they  do  not  agree 
thereon,  then  a  competent  and  impartial  civil  engineer  to 
be,  on  the  application  of  the  two  Companies  or  either  of 
them,  named  by  the  Board  of  Trade,  shall  be  the  referee 
for  the  purpose  of  these  presents,  and  is  hereinafter  referred 
to  as  the  referee. 

"Article  44.  At  any  time  or  times  before  Midsummer 
1862,  the  North  Western  Company  may  apply  to  Parlia- 
ment for  an  Act  to  authorise  them  to  extend  their  now 
authorised  line  of  railway  to  Boyle,  Castlebar,  Westport, 
and  BaUina  respectively,  or  to  any  of  those  places,  and  to 
authorise  them  to  raise  the  additional  capital  requisite  for 
that  purpose,  and  to  authorise  the  Midlomd  Company  to 
contribute  one-third  of  such  additional  capital,  and  to  raise 
additional  capital  of  the  Midland  Company  for  that  pur- 
pose, and,  according  to  Article  46,  to  nominate  additional 
directors  of  the  North  Western  Company. 

"Article  45.  The  Midland  Company  will  concur  in  and 
use  their  utmost  reasonable  endeavours  to  insure  the  suc- 
cess of  any  or  every  application  to  Parliament  made  ac- 
cording to  Article  44,  and  in  order  thereto  will,  in  any  or 
every  such  case,  provide  the  subscription  contract,  if  any, 
to  the  extent  of  one-third  of  the  requisite  amount,  and 
make  the  deposit  of  one-third  of  the  money,  if  any,  respec- 
tively required  by  Parliament  with  reference  to  the  appli- 
cation 

"  Article  46.  If  the  North  Western  Company  succeed 
before  the  end  of  the  year  1862  in  obtaining  from  Par- 
liament authority  to  make   these  extensions,  or  any  of 
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ihem,  and  authority  for  the  Midl<vnd  Company  to  oontribnte 
towards  the  additional  capital  of  the  North  Western  Com- 
pany to  be  raised  for  that  purpose,  then,  if  the  number  of 
the  directors  of  the  NortA  Western  Company  be  increased 
above  nine,  being  the  number  prescribed  by  the  North 
Western  Company's  Act  of  1858,  the  Midland  Company 
shall,  in  respect  of  their  contribution  towards  that  addi- 
tional capital,  be  entitled  to  nominate  one-third  of  the 
additional  number  of  directors  of  the  North  Western 
Company. 

"Article  47.  If  the  North  Western  Company  succeed 
before  the  end  of  the  year  1862  in  obtaining  from  Parlia- 
ment authority  to  make  these  extensions,  or  any  of  them, 
then  the  several  terms  and  conditions  of  Articles  1  to  43, 
both  inclusive,  except  Articles  33  and  34,  shall  apply  to 
and  in  respect  of  every  such  extension  in  like  manner  as 
they  apply  to  and  in  respect  of  the  North  Western  Com- 
pany's now-authorised  railway,  and  shall  accordingly,  from 
time  to  time,  be  read  and  have  effect  in  like  manner  as  if 
they  were  repeated  in  these  presents  with  reference  to 
every  such  extension,  and  in  eveiy  case  with  the  modifica- 
tions thereof  requisite  for  making  them  applicable  to  the 
respective  extension ;  and  the  payments  to  be  made  by  the 
North  Western  Company  to  the  Midland  Company  in 
respect  of  the  matters  expressed  in  Articles  33  and  34,  and 
for  the  purposes  as  regards  the  respective  extension  of  these 
Articles,  shall  be  agreed  on  between  the  two  Companies, 
or,  failing  agreement  between  them,  shall  be  determined  by 
the  referee,  who  may  award  whatever  payments  he  thinks 
proper. 

"  Article  48.  If  and  whenever  any  difference  shall  arise 
between  the  two  Companies  as  to  the  construction,  intent, 
effect,  incidents,  consequences,  performance,  or  observance 
of  any  of  these  articles,  or  as  to  any  breach  or  alleged  breach 
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thereof,  or  as  to  any  daim  in  respect  of  any  sucli  bveacli  or 
aUeged  breach,  or  as  to  the  mode  in  which  any  such  breach 
or  the  consequences  thereof  shall  be  obviated  or  compen- 
sated for,  or  otherwise  touching  the  premises,  every  such 
difference  shall  be  referred  to  and  determined  by  arbitra- 
tion, according  to  the  provisions '  With  respect  to  the  settle- 
ment of  disputes  by  arbitration '  of  the  Companies  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  IS^^S;  and  both  Companies  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  concurred  in  the  appointment  of  the  referee, 
who  shall  be  the  single  arbitrator  accordingly. 

"Article  49.  Each  of  the  two  Companies  will  in  good 
&iih  use  their  respective  utmost  reasonable  endeavours  that 
full  effect  shall  be  given  to  these  presents^  according  to  the 
true  intent  thereof;  but  if  and  whensoever  it  shall  be 
awarded  by  the  referee,  that  either  of  the  two  Companies 
has  wilfully  failed  in  that  behalf,  the  other  Company  shall 
have  the  option  of  declining  to  fulfil  their  part  of  this 
agreement'' 

This  agreement  was  sanctioned  by  the  Board  of  Trade. 

The  Ccuttebar  Extension  Act  received  the  Boyal  Assent 
an  the  same  1st  of  August,  1859,  and  contained  provisions 
authorising  the  MidUmd  Company  to  subscribe  one-third 
of  the  requisite  additional  capital,  and  extending  the  enact- 
ments of  the  Acts  of  1857  and  1858,  as  to  traffic  arrange- 
ments, to  the  line  of  railway  by  that  Act  authorised  to  be 
constructed. 

The  Westport  Extension  Act  (passed  in  1861)  contained 
similar  provisions  with  respect  to  the  railway  thereby  autho- 
TifledL  That  Act  also  expressly  recited  the  agreement  on  the 
part  of  the  Midland  Company  to  subscribe  one-third  of  the 
new  capital  of  the  North  Western  Company. 

The  Midlcmd  Company  duly  subscribed  one-third  of  the 
additional  capital  authorised  by  the  CaefUebar  Extension 
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Act,  but  did  not  subscribe  any  of  the  additional  capital 
authorised  by  the  Weatport  Extension  Act. 

In  the  year  1862,  the  bill  for  the  BaUi/na  Extension  was 
introduced  into  the  House  of  Lords,  and  such  bill,  as  intro- 
duced, contained  clauses  similar  to  those  of  the  former 
Extension  Acts  hereinbefore  mentioned.  At  the  ''  Whanv- 
dtffe  meeting  "  (a)  of  the  Midland  Company,  hoiiever,  this 
£il]  was  disapproved  of,  in  consequence  of  which  the  clauses 
empowering  the  Midland  Company  to  subscribe  additional . 
capital  were  struck  out 


(a)  Thiftmeeting  is  so  called  be- 
cause summoned  in  obedience  to 
the  Standing  Order  which  was 
originally  adopted  by  ike  House 


of  Lords  upon  the  motion  of 
Lord  WhamcUffe^  and  which  is 
hence  commonly  known  as  "  The 
WhamcUffe  Order." 


This  Order  is  as  follows  : 

**  That  no  bill  which  shall  have  been  brought  from  the  Honse  of 
Commons  to  empower  any  Company  already  constituted  by  Act  of 
Parliament  to  execute,  undertake,  or  contribute  towards  any  work 
other  than  that  for  which  it  was  originally  established,  or  to  sell  or 
lease  their  undertaking  or  any  part  thereof,  or  to  amalgamate  the 
same  or  any  part  thereof  with  any  other  undertaking,  or  to  abandon 
their  undertaking  or  any  part  thereof,  or  to  dissolve  the  said  Com- 
pany, shall  be  allowed  to  proceed,  unless  the  Rxaminers  shall  have 
reported— 

Ist,  That  the  biU  as  proposed  to  be  introduced  into  this  House 
was  submitted  to  a  meeting  of  the  proprietors  of  such  Company,  at  a 
meeting  held  specially  for  that  purpose. 

2nd,  That  such  meeting  was  called  by  advertisement  inserted  for 
two  consecutive  weeks  in  a  morning  newspaper,  published  in  London, 
Edinburgh,  or  Dublin,  as  the  case  may  be,  and  in  a  newspaper  of  the 
county  or  counties  in  which  the  principal  office  or  offices  of  the  Company 
is  or  are  situate ;  and  also  by  a  circular  addressed  to  each  proprietor  at 
his  last  known  or  usual  address,  and  sent  by  post  or  delivered  at  such 
address  not  less  than  ten  days  before  the  holding  of  such  meeting, 
enclosing  a  blank  form  of  proxy,  with  proper  instructions  for  the  use 
of  the  same  ;  and  the  same  form  of  proxy  and  the  same  instructions, 
and  none  other,  shall  be  sent  to  every  such  proprietor ;  but  no  such 
form  of  proxy  shall  be  stamped,  nor  shall  the  funds  of  the  Company 
be  used  for  the  stamping  any  proxies,  except  the  Company  shall,  at  a 
general  meeting,  determine  otherwise,  in  which  ease  a  stamped  proxy 
shall  be  sent  to  each  proprietor  with  such  instructions  as  aforesaid. 
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In  order  to  pass  the  Standing  Orders  of  the  House  of 
Commons^  it  was  necessary  that  '*  Wha/mdiffe  meetings''  of 
both  Companies  should  be  holden.  At  that  of  the  Midland 
Company  the  bill  was  unauimously  disapproved ;  and  at 
that  of  the  Itorth  Western  Company  the  Midland  Com- 
pany attended  as  shareholders  and  opposed  the  bill,  and 
thereby  prevented  the  North  Western  Company  from  ob« 
taining  the  requisite  consent. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  North  Western  Company 
applied  to  the  Committee  on  Standing  Orders  to  dispense 

Srd,  That  such  meeting  w9b  held  at  a  period  not  earlier  than  seven 
days  after  the  last  insertion  of  snch  advertisement. 

4th,  That  at  such  meeting  the  said  bill  was  sabmitted  to  the  proprie- 
tora  aforesaid  then  present,  and  was  approved  of  by  proprietors  present 
in  person  or  by  proxy,  holding  at  least  three-fourths  of  the  paid-up 
capital  of  the  Company  represented  at  such  meeting,  such  proprietors 
being  qualified  to  vote  at  the  meeting  in  right  of  such  capital.** — 
li.  S.  O.  dzzzv.  1. 

This  Order  was  afterwards  adopted  by  the  House  of  Com- 
mons, and  appears  among  their  Standing  Orders  as  follows: — 
**That  every  bill  to  empower  any  Company  already  constituted 
lyy  Act  of  Parliament  to  execute,  undertake,  or  contribute  towards 
any  work  other  than  that  for  which  it  was  originally  established, 
or  to  sell  or  lease  their  andertaking  or  any  part  thereof  or  to 
aanalgamate  the  same  or  any  part  thereof  with  any  other  under- 
taking, or  to  abandon  their  undertaking  or  any  part  thereof,  or  to 
dissolve  the  said  Company,  brought  from  the  House  of  Lords,  shall, 
after  the  first  reading  thereof  be  referred  to  the  Examiners  of  Peti- 
tions, who  shall  report  as  to  compliance  or  non-compliance  with  the 
following  Order." 

[1.  2.  3.  4.— Exactly  similar  to  the  clauses  in  the  Order  of  the 
House  of  Lords.] 

**  In  case  any  proprietor  shall,  by  himself  or  any  person  authorised 
to  act  for  him  in  that  behalf,  have  dissented  at  any  meeting  called  in 
pursuance  of  the  last-preceding  Standing  Order,  such  proprietor  shall 
be  permitted  to  be  heard  by  the  Examiners  of  Petitions  on  the  com- 
pliance with  such  Standing  Order,  by  himself  his  agents  and  wit- 
nesses, on  a  memorial  addressed  to  the  Examiners,  or  by  the  com- 
niittee  on  the  proposed  bill,  by  himself  his  counsel  or  agents  and 
witnesses,  on  a  petition  presented  to  the  House,  such  memorial  or 
petition  having  been  duly  deposited  in  the  Private  Bill  Office.**—* 
C.  S.  0.  162,  163. 
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^th  the  ''  Whamidiffe  Order  "  in  their  case ;  but  this  was 
refused,  lliereupon  the  North  Western  Company,  on  the 
27th  Jane,  1862,  served  the  Midland  Company  with  a 
requisition  under  their  common  seal,  requiring  them  to 
attend  Mr.  Haiokahaw  on  a  reference  as  for  breach  of  the 
agreement  of  1859 ;  and  indorsed  thereon  was  a  .copy  of  a 
paper  signed  by  Mr.  Hawkahaw,  appointing  Tuesday,  July 
I  St,  for  the  reference.  On  the  said  Ist  July,  the  agents  of 
the  Midland  Company  appeared  and  asked  for  an  adjourn- 
ment, to  consult  their  directors,  who  were  in  Ireland;*  and 
an  adjournment  was  granted  till  the  following  morning, 
and  a  further  adjournment  refused. 

On  the  next  day,  Mr.  Hawkahato  proceeded  to  hear  the 
reference,  and  awarded,  *'  that,  as  regards  the  said  bill," 
(the  BaUina  Extension  Bill),  "the  Midland  Company 
ought,  under  their  agreement,  to  have  concurred  in  and 
used  their  utmost  reasonable  endeavours  to  ensure  the 
success  of  the  application  to  Parliament  for  such  bill,  and 
that  they  had  &iled  to  do  so,  and  had  opposed  the  same ; 
and  that  they  had  not  proved  to  or  before  him,  or  sug- 
gested as  capable  of  proof,  anything  which  would  amount 
to  a  justification  of  that  course  of  proceeding  on  their 
part'"  And  he  further  awarded  that  the  if i</^n(2  Company 
should  pay  £31  iO«.  Otf.,  his  charges  for  the  arbitration. 

In  consequence  of  this  award,  the  House  of  Commons 
suspended  their  Standing  Orders,  and  the  bill  passed  into 
an  Act,  and,  as  passed,  contained  a  clause  extending  to  the 
new  line  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  of  1857  and  1858  as 
to  traffic  arrangements;  but  such  Act  did  not  contain  any 
clause  authorising  the  MidUmd  Company  to  subscribe  to 
the  new  undertaking. 

On  the  14th  of  January,  1863,  the  NorOi  Western 
Company  served  the  Midlamd  Company  with  a  notice 
reciting  the  agreement^  and  then  proceeding  in  the  follow- 
ing   terms: — "Now  we   the  Nortk  Western    Company 
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Hereby  give  you  notice,  that  we  complain  that  yon  have,  in 
rarioos  ways  and  on  varioas  occasions,  broken  the  said 
agreement^  and  more  particularly  in  tiie  several  matters 
and  instances  following,  that  is  to  say  :— 

Ist.  *'That  wh^^as  we  the  Nor(k  Western  Company 
in  the  session  of  Parliament  held  in  the  year  1859  applied 
to  Parliament  for  an  Act  authorising  the  extension  of  our 
line  to  CaeHebaT,  and  you  the  Midland  Company  were 
requested  by  us^  in  accordance  with  the  said  agreement,  to 
piovide  one-third  of  the  parliamentary  deport  required  for 
such  Act^  you  refused  and  neglected  so  to  da 

2nd.  "  That  whereas  we,  in  the  session  of  1861,  applied 
to  Parliament  for  an  Act  empowering  us  to  extend  our  then 
aqthorised  line  to  Westpori^  and  you  were  requested  to 
provide  one-third  of  the  deposit  for  that  Act,  you  refused 
and  neglected  so  to  da 

3rdL  **  That  when  it  became  requisite,  on  the  prosecution 
of  the  last-mentioned  application,  to  hold  a  Whamdiffe 
meeting  of  your  shareholders,  for  considering  and  if  ap- 
proved sanctioniug  the  bill,  you  refused  and  neglected  to 
hold  such  meeting. 

4tb.  ''That  at  the  Whamdiffe  meeting  of  the  share- 
holders of  us  the  North  Western  Company,  called  and 
held  for  the  like  purpose^  you,  as  shareholders  of  the  North 
Western  Company,  gave  your  votes  against  the  bill. 

5th.  "That  when  we  the  North  Western  Company 
applied  in  that  same  session  to  the  Standing  Orders  Com- 
mittee of  the  House  of  Lords  for  a  dispensation  from  the 
Standing  Orders,  so  that  the  bill  might  nevertheless  be 
proceeded  with,  you  opposed  that  application. 

6th.  ''  That  after  the  last-mentioned  bill  was  passed  into 
an  Act,  and  you  were  thereby  authorised  to  subscribe  for 
and  take  shares  to  the  extent  of  one-tiiird  of  the  capital 
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to  be  raised  for  the  purposes  of  that  Act,  yet  you  have 
hitherto  refused  to  subscribe  or  take  shares  in  that 
capital. 

7th.  **That  whereas  we  gave  you  notice,  that  in  the 
session  of  the  year  1862  we  intended  to  apply  to  Parlia- 
ment and  deposit  a  bill  for  a  further  extension  of  our  then 
authorised  line  to  Ballina,  and  it  became  necessary,  in 
accordance  with  a  Standing  Order  of  Parliament,  that  you 
should  consent  to  the  subscription  which,  in  accordance 
with  the  said  agreement^  it  was  provided  by  the  bill  you 
should  be  authorised  to  make  towards  the  capital  to  be 
raised  for  that  extension,  you  refused  to  give  such  consent ; 
and  that  whereas  we  made  such  application  to  Parliament 
and  deposited  such  bill,  and  gave  you  notice  thereof,  you 
refused  to  provide  one-third  of  the  deposit  required  for  the 
purpose  of  that  Act 

8th.  **  That  ii^  the  same  session,  you  opposed  the  appli- 
cation of  us  the  North  Western  Company  to  the  Standing 
Orders  Committee  of  the  House  of  Lords  for  dispensation 
of  the  Standing  Order  requiring  your  consent  to  the  sub- 
scription before  mentioned. 

9th.  *'  That  you  opposed  the  last-mentioned  bill  through 
Parliament. 

10th.  "  That  at  the  Wharndijffe  meeting  of  your  share- 
holders for  considering  and  approving  of  the  last-mentioned 
bill  you  rejected  it 

11th.  "That  at  the  Wharncliffe  meeting  of  the  share- 
holders of  the  North  Western  Company,  called  for  the  like 
purpose,  you,  as  shareholders  of  that  Company,  voted  for 
the  rejection  of  the  bill  and  procured  other  shareholders 
to  do  the  like. 

12th.  '^  That,  in  the  same  session,  you  opposed  the  appli- 
cation by  us  the  North  Western  Company  to  the  Standing 
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Orders  Committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  for  dispensa- 
iion  from  the  Standing  Order  requiring  the  consent  of  your 
Company  at  a  Whamdiffe  meeting. 

13th.  *'  That,  by  reason  of  the  several  premises  set  forth 
in  the  7th,  8th,  9th,  10th,  11th  and  12th  heads,  the  last- 
mentioned  bill,  \vhen  passed  into  an  Act,  contained  no 
enactment  authorising  you  to  subscribe  for  and  take  shares 
in  the  capital  to  be  raised  for  the  purposes  of  that  Act, 
wh^eby  the  benefit  of  such  subscription  was  wholly  lost 
to  our  said  Company. 

"  And  we  further  give  you  notice,  that  for  these  breaches, 
severally  and  collectively,  and  the  injurious  consequences 
thereof  to  us  and  our  undertaking,  we  claim  damages  or 
compensation  to  the  amount  of  ^^100,000 ;  and  that  if  you 
dispote  this  claim,  or  any  of  the  matters  above  alleged,  we 
shall  in  that  case  require  that  the  claim  or  matters  so 
disputed  shall  be  referred  to  the  arbitration  of  the  said 
John  ffawkahaWf  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
said  agreement.  And  further,  that  if,  within  seven  days 
£nom  the  service  of  this  notice  upon  you,  no  answer  or  no 
definite  answer  thereto  shall  be  received  from  you,  we  shall 
assume  that  you  dispute  the  said  claim  and  the  several 
matters  above  alleged,  and  shall  forthwith  apply  to  the 
siud  John  Hawkahdw  to  appoint  a  time  for  proceeding 
with  the  reference  in  respect  of  the  same. — Dated  13th 
Januaiy,  1863." 

The  Plaintifis  contended  that  the  44th,  46th,  46th,  47th, 
48th  and  49th  clauses  of  the  said  agreement  were  wholly 
heyond  the  power  of  the  Companies  to  make,  and  were  not 
binding  on  the  Flaintifis  or  on  the  Midland  Company ; 
and  they  charged  that  each  of  the  matters  complained  of 
in  the  notice  was  a  breach  of  some  one  of  these  clauses, 
and  not  of  any  other  ilause  in  the  agreement. 
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1868.  Sir  Hugh  Cai/ms,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  George  Lake  Russell 

Mjldvsbll     ^<^  moved  for  an  injunction  in  terms  of  the  prayer  of 

Mn.tu.1.      the  BUI:- 
Grbat 
Westewt  The   clauses   complained  of  are    clearly    ultra  vires: 

Railway      Cdman  v.  Eastern    CourUies  Railway   Com/pany  (a). 
_^'      If  so,  or  if  there  be  a  reasonable  question  to  be  argued  on 
FOnwiry  27(&.  t^ig  point,  the  CouTt  will  restrain  the  proceedings  before 
^"^ '      the  arbitrator  till  that  point  is  determined  :  London  ^ 
North  Western  Railway  Company  v.  Smith  (6).    The 
balance  of  oonvenlence  is  entirely  on  our  side,  as  the  De- 
fendants cannot  be  prejudiced  by  the  slight  delay  to  which 
they  will  have  been  subjected  if  it  should  eventually  be 
determined  that  they  are  right. 

Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Osborne  Morgan,  for  the  Mid- 
land Company,  concurred. 

Mr.  Qiffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Martmeau  in  opposition 
to  the  motion  : — 

This  Bill,  though  nominally  a  Shareholders'  Bill,  is  really 
the  Bill  of  the  Midla/nd  Company ;  therefore  it  is  a  Bill 
by  one  party  to  a  legal  agreement  seeking  to  prevent  the 
other  from  proceeding  at  law  for  breach  of  the  agreement. 
This  the  Court  will  not  do :  Simpson  v.  Lord  Howden  (c). 

The  clauses  complained  of  are  not  ultra  vires.  No  case 
has  ruled  that  a  Company  may  not  contract  to  assent  to 
parliamentary  action  ;  and,  till  sanctioned  by  Parliament, 
no  application  of  the  corporate  funds  is  required  by  the 
agreement 

At  any  rate,  the  Court  will  not  interfere  by  interlocutory 
injunction,  but  would  leave  the  parties  to  determine  their 
rights  by  future  proceedings  to  enforce  the  award  when 
made.     Smith's  case  has  been  practically  overruled  by 

(a)  10  Beav.  1.        (h)  1  Mac  &  O.  2^.        (e)  8  Mj.  &  Cr.  97. 
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Lord    Truro  in    The  East   ^    West   India  Docks    f 
BirmvnghaTa  Junction  Railway  Company  v.  Oattke  (a). 

K  the  agreement  be  inyalid^  neither  party  will  be  pre- 
judiced by  going  before  the  Examiner. 

This  is  one  entire  agreement,  and  the  Flaintifl^  do  not 
ae^  to  set  it  aside. 

[They  also  referred  to  Pennell  v.  Bay  (6),  Corporation 
of  Korurich  v.  Norfolk  Railway  Company  (c).  Eastern 
Counties  Railway  Company  v.  HawJces  (d),  Bateman  v. 
Corporation  ofAshton  (e) ;  17  &  18  Vict  a  126,  as.  11— 17; 
8  &  9  Yict.  c.  16,  88. 128—135.] 

A  reply  was  not  heard 
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Vice  Chancsllob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

I  cannot  think  that  this  case  ought  to  be  allowed^  to 
proceed  before  the  arbitrator  as  the  matter  now  stands. 

An  agreement  has  been  entered  into  between  the  two 
Companies^  dated  1st  August,  1859 — a  perfectly  legal  and 
valid  agreement  so  far  as  it  comes  within  the  powers  con- 
fei^ed  by  the  48th  section  of  the  Act  of  1857>  and  which 
has  been  determined  on  at  a  meeting  of  the  shareholders, 
and  sanctioned  by  the  Board  of  Trade.  But  if  any  part  of 
this  agreement  be  beyond  the  powers  of  the  directors  to 
enter  into,  and  not  warranted  by  the  constitution  of  the 
Cofznpany,  of  course  it  can  have  no  effect :  not  three-fifths, 
nor  ninety*nine  one-hundredths,  nor  the  whole  body  of 
diaieholders    except  one,  could  sanction  as  against  that 


(a)  S  Mae.  &  G.  155.  See 
also  Zomdon  ff  North  Western 
Bmbeojf  Compamf  t.  Bradley^ 
IdL  S38;  Samth  Stafordshire  Rail- 
My  Company  t.  Ball,  Id.  353. 

TOU  I. 


(h)  3  D.  M.  G.  126. 
(c)4£.&B.  397. 
(d)  5  H.  L.  Cas.  331. 
(0  3  H.  &  N.  323. 
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one  dissentient  any  agreement  or  stipulation  in  an  agree- 
ment which  is  ultra  vires. 

So  far,  then,  as  this  agreement  is  intra  viros  (and  the 
greater  part  of  it  is  unquestionably  so),  it  is  perfectly  unex- 
ceptionable ;  approved  by  the  Board  of  Trade,  and  sanc- 
tioned by  a  proper  meeting. 

That  really  reduces  the  question  to  the  effect  of  these 
three  clauses.     [His  Honour  read  clauses  45,  46,  and  47 
before  set  out]     So  far  as  the  "reasonable  endeavours*' 
mentioned  in  clause  46  are  concerned^  that  expression 
seems  to  be  too  vague  and  general  to  rest  upon.   But  when 
we  find  an  agreement  to  make  one-third  of  the  necessary 
Parliamentary  deposit,  a  grave  question  arise&     For,  upon 
the  authorities  in  this  Court — at  least,  since  the  decision  of 
ColTnan  v.  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company — 
it  must  be  taken  as  settled  law,  that  you  cannot  apply  the 
dividends  or  any  other  part  of  the  funds  of  the  Company 
towards  purposes  unconnected  with  the  undertaking.     And 
the  Court  has  taken  a  very  strict  view  of  the  necessary 
relation  between  the  purposes  of  the  Company  and  the 
application  of  the  corporate  funds ;  for  in  the  case  I  have 
mentioned  the  Company  were  prevented  from  applying 
their  funds  towards  developing  a  steam-bbat  traffic  which 
would^  in  all  probability,  have  been  of  great  benefit  to  the 
railway. 

That  is  a  very  strong  case,  and  seems  to  me  to  supply 
a  sufficient  answer  to  TAi.  Martineav/s  argument  This 
Court  considers  it  ultra  vires  to  apply  any  part  of  the 
corporate  funds  to  any  purpose,  even  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Company,  which  is  not  within  the  four  comers  of  the  Act 
of  Parliament  by  which  the  Company  is  constituted  In 
this  case,  the  money  applied  to  making  the  deposit  in 
question  would  be  withdrawn  from  the  use  and  control  of 
the  Midland  Company,  probably  for  some  months ;  and 
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dnring  all  that  time,  be  it  longer  or  shorter,  the  Midland 
Company,  who  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  purpose  for 
which  it  is  to  be  deposited,  could  neither  make  use  of  nor 
replace  it. 

Then,  passing  over  the  4?6th  and  47th  clauses,  I  come  to 
the  48th,  which  provides,  in  effect,  that  Mr.  Hatvkahaw 
shall  be  sole  judge  as  between  the  Companies  of  all  ques- 
tions and  differences  which  may  arise  under  the  agreement 

Now,  what  has  in  fact  taken  place  is  this : — The  Midlcmd 
Company  (that  is,  the  majority  of  the  shareholders)  have 
changed  their  minds  as  regards  the  policy  of  this  agree- 
ment, and  have  opposed,  instead  of  furthering,  the  last 
applicaikm  to  Parliament  of  the  North  Western  Company ; 
and  thereupon  the  Norlh  Western  Company  propose  to  refer 
to  Mr.  HoAJohkaw  the  question  what  damages  they  are 
entitled  to  for  the  various  breaches  or  alleged  breaches  of 
the  agreement  set  out  in  this  paper,  and  they  claim 
JP100,000. 

[BSs  Honour  read  the  breaches] 

Now,  with  regard  to  every  one  of  these  breaches,  except 
possibly  the  6tb,  it  seems  to  me  that  there  is  the  greatest 
doubt  as  to  the  legality  of  the  engagement  entered  into. 
A  Company,  existing  for  the  single  purpose  of  making  and 
working  the  Midlcmd  Great  Western  Kailway,  enter  into 
an  engagement  with  another  Company,  incorporated  for 
the  purpoee  of  making  a  different  railway,  and  thereby  the 
directoiB  seek  to  bind  all  their  shareholders  not  only  to 
deposit  a  part  of  their  corporate  funds  (which  I  consider 
to  be  ultra  vires),  but  also  to  consent  to  a  clause  being 
inserted  in  any  Extension  Act  which  the  Ifarth  Western 
Company  might  thereafter  within  a  limited  time  obtain, 
authorising  the  Midland  Company  to  subscribe  towards 
the  proposed  extension. 

L  2 
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It  is  admitted  that  not  a  sixpence  of  the  funds  of  this 
Company  could  be  so  applied  without  parliamentary  au- 
thority ;  but  it  is  urged  that  there  is  no  objection  to  an 
agreement  not  to  oppose  at)y  application  to  Parliament  for 
such  authority,  that  is,  th^t  the  mouths  of  the  reluctant 
shareholders  are  to  be  stopped  by  the  agreement. 

Apply  that  argument  to  the  case  of  insurance.  K  you 
have  a  Fire  Insurance  Company^  it  is  well  known  that  you 
cannot  apply  any  portion  of  the  funds  to  purposes  of 
Marine  Insurance.  Are  you  then  to  say,  'Hhough  we 
cannot  do  that  directly,  yet  our  directors  can  affix  the 
common  seal  of  the  Company  to  an  agreement  which  shall 
shut  our  mouths  by  binding  us  not  to  oppose  any  bill  which 
may  be  brought  into  Parliament  for  the  formation  of  a 
Marine  Insurance  Company  to  which  we  shall  be  em- 
powered to  force  our  reluctant  shareholders  to  subscribe ; " 
I  cannot  think  it  probable  that  such  an  argument  could  be 
sustained.  But  if  that  be  so,  that  touches  every  clause  in 
the  notice  of  motion,  every  one  of  which  seems  to  havei 
directly  or  indirectly,  the  effect  of  superseding  or  suspend- 
ing the  operation  of  the  Whamclife  order. 

Then  it  is  said,  that  this  is  really  the  Bill  of  the  Company  ; 
but  that  rests  merely  on  the  fact  that,  at  present^  the  Com- 
pany by  their  counsel  support  the  case  of  the  Plain tifib: 
to-morrow  that  may  be  different  A  company  is  a  fluctuat- 
ing body,  and  I  cannot  lay  any  stress  on  their  present 
action. 

The  principal  argument  of  Mr.  Giffard — and  a  veiy  able 
one  it  was — has  been  this :  the  Bill  is  altogether  novel  in 
its  attempt  to  interfere  with  a  person  trying  his  right  in 
this  way,  a  person  who  is  in  effect  saying,  '*  Let  me  get  on 
award,  valeat  quantum,  and  then  let  me  tiy  the  value  of 
that  award  by  action  at  law." 


In  the  first  place,  it  is  by  no  means  clear  that  the  fact, 
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that  the  common  seal  of  the  Company  has  been  affixed  to 
this  agreement,  may  not  have  a  larger  operation  at  law 
than  it  would  in  this  Court  Here^  at  least,  the  share- 
holders are  entitled  to  say,  **  We  have  not  phosen  Mr. 
Hawkahaw  as  the  tribunal  befor^which  we  should  wish  to 
proceed.  So  far  as  our  directors  could  bind  us  to  do  so, 
they  have  done  it,  and  in  all  matters  intra  vires  we  have^ 
no  choice  left,  but  in  matters  \dtra  vires  they  have  not  so 
boond  us^  because  they  could  not  do  anything  of  the  kind." 

Part  of  the  argument  went  so  far  as  to  contend  that  the 
referee  was  to  be  the  judge  whether  the  proposed  applica- 
tion of  the  Company's  funds  was  ultra  or  intra  vires. 
Now  I  apprehend  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  directors 
to  say,  "we  will  bind  our  shareholders  to  spend  their 
money,  which  they  have  subscribed  for  the  purposes  of  a 
railway,  in  the  formation  of  a  Steam  Boat  Company,  if 
Mr.  Harckahaw  shall  say  that  we  ought  to  do  so  \'  and  thus 
to  tie  down  their  shareholders  to  abide  by  the  decision  of  a 
private  tribunal,  not  chosen  by .  them, — chosen  under  the 
common  seal  indeed,  but  not  by  them, — and  that  in  a  matter 
in  which  it  is  admitted  that  the  directors  could  not  bind 
them  proprio  vigore  by  agreement 

In  this  point  of  view  the  case  is  materially  different  from 
Simpson  v.  Lord  Howden,  which  was  an  action  brought  on 
ao  instrument  alleged  to  be  invalid  on  the  face  of  it,  and 
an  application  made  to  stay  proceedings  merely  on  the 
ground  of  expense ;  not,  as  hero,  a  case  in  which  it  is  pro- 
posed to  obtain  an  award,  which,  when  gotten,  will  prove  a 
source  of  considerable  embarrassment  to  the  Plaintiffs^  and 
which,  if  they  be  right  in  their  contention,  will  nevertheless 
be  utterly  invalid.  And  here  I  cannot  wholly  pass  by  the 
authority  of  The  London  Jk  North  Western  Railway 
Company  v.  Smith,  shaken  as  that  case  is  by  Lord  Truro^s 
decision  in  GattAe*8  case,  though  his  Lordship  not  only 
does  not  overrule  the  former  case,  but  expressly  guards 
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against  the  supposition  that  he  intends  so  to  do.  [His 
Honour  read  the  passage  in  the  judgment  in  (kUtke'a 
case,  commencing  at  the  words,  "  It  was  strongly  argued 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff"  (a),  and  ending  at  "over- 
rule that  decision."] 

Now,  in  Smithes  case,  the  question  was  this: — STrUih 
claimed  compensation  not  for  a  direct  but  for  an  indirect 
ixijury,  as  to  which  it  was  said  that  by  one  of  the  clauses  in 
the  Act  he  might  go  before  a  jury  and  get  damages ;  and 
he  claimed  a  right  to  have  the  damages  assessed  before  it 
was  determined  whether  or  no  he  had  any  cause  of  action, 
leaving  that  point  to  be  decided  by  action  for  recovery  of 
the  sum  assessed ;  but  Lord  Cottenha'm  said  "  No,  let  the 
right  be  tried  first/  Of  course,  when  we  consider  tiiat 
Smith  was  acting  under  the  supposed  authority  of  an  Act 
of  Parliament  which  appeared  to  give  a  right,  and  that 
therefore  he  might  safely  be  left  to  take  the  oonsequeaces  if 
he  selected  a  wrong  remedy,  that  decision  was  a  strong 
one. 

The  case  of  the  London  ^  Savih  Western  Railway  Com'* 
pany  v.  Coward  (b)  is  more  to  the  present  purpose,  because 
that  case  depended  upon  the  construction  of  an  equitable 
agreement.  In  that  case  there  was  some  doubt  what  was  the 
interest  of  the  tenant  who  gave  the  notice  for  a  jury ;  and  the 
question  was,  whether  he  should  be  allowed  to  go  before 
the  jury  in  the  first  instance,  or  be  restrained  until  the 
Court  had  determined  the  questions  of  right.  On  this  the 
Yice-Chancellor  of  JEngland  remarked : — "  It  has  struck 
me  all  along  that  it  would  be  an  extremely  improper  thing 
to  allow  these  notices  to  go  before  a  jury,  and  to  be  treated 
by  a  jary,  when  it  appears  to  me  in  the  first  instance, 
that,  if  necessary,  a  Court  of  equity  itself  will  determine 
what  is  the  interest  of  the  Company,  and  what  is  the 
interest  which  the  tenant  is   entitled  to  have,  and  what 


(«)  3  Mac.  &  G.  167. 


(6)  5  Railw.  &  Canal  Cas.  703. 
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IS  the  rent  that  ought  properly  to  be  paid ;  and  if  I  were 
to  dissolve  the  injunction,  the  yerj  case  which,  as  I  uuder- 
stuid  it.  the  Bill  seeks  to  have  decided  by  the  Court,  will 
be  thrown  in  a  sort  of  huddled  maoner  before  the  jury ;  and 
I  have  no  reason  to  suppose  the  case  would  be  properly 
treated  before  a  jury ''  (a). 

Now,  with  every  respect  for  Mr.  Hawkshaw,  of  whom  I 
oitertain  the  highest  opinion  as  an  engineer,  these  obser- 
vations are  applicable  to  the  present  case.  It  is  a  question 
of  agreement  between  the  parties,  a  question  on  this  very 
point,  how  far  the  agreement  under  which  alone  this  arbi- 
tration can  be  resorted  to  is  or  is  not  a  valid  agreement ; 
and  I  think  it  would  not  be  rights  before  the  Court  has 
determined  that  question,  to  throw  these  matters  in  a 
huddled  manner  (to  use  the  words  of  the  Yice-Chancellor 
of  Englcmd)  before  Mr.  Hawkahaw, — ^matters  some  of 
whidi  are  certainly  intra  vires,  some  of  which  appear  to  me 
to  be  ultra  vires,  and  as  to  which  he  can  have  nothing 
b^>re  him  to  enable  him  to  come  to  a  correct  decision. 
I  think,  moreover,  that  the  shareholders  might  be  preju* 
diced  in  a  Court  of  law  by  the  fact  that  the  Company  had 
protested,  tfnd  protested  ineffectually,  against  the  making 
of  the  award. 

On  the  question  of  convenience  or  inconvenience,  I  can 
have  no  doubt  I  have  not  heard  one  single  word  to  show 
that  there  is  any  object  in  proceeding  with  this  reference 
on  the  Srd  of  March  rather  than  the  3rd  of  April,  or  of 
Hay,  or  of  June ;  and  if  the  Defendants  succeed  at  the 
Hearing  of  the  cause,  it  may  well  be  proceeded  with  by 
that  tima  Wherefore,  considering  the  strong  preponderance 
of  convenience  in  having  the  rights  ascertained  before 
this  reference,  and  that  no  practical  inconvenience  will 
arise  from  suspending  the  reference  until  it  is  determined 

(a)  It  appears  from  the  report  of  Oattke's  case  that  this  case  was 
affinoed  by  the  Lord  Chancellor. 
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what  the  agreement  really  is  on  which  the  referee  is  to 
act  in  assessing  compensation,  I  think  I  ought  to  grant 
an  injunction  to  this  extent, — that  the  Defendants  should 
be  restrained  from  proceeding  with  the  aforesaid  reference 
to  Mr.  Hawkshaw,  or  otherwise  acting  under  the  notice 
of  the  I3th  of  January,  1863,  till  further  order  of  this 
Court. 


It  was  agreed,  that,  so  soon  as  the  cause  was  ready  for 
Hearing,  the  Defendants  might  apply  to  have  it  advanced, 
the  Vice-Chancellor  remarking : — "  In  cases  where  the 
injunction  is  granted,  that  may  be  done;  not  where  it  is 
refused." 


JuM4th. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  Hearing. 

The  only  material  addition  to  the  evidence  consisted  in 
an  affidavit  made  by  the  Chairman  of  the  North  Western 
Company,  from  which  it  appeared,  that  in  1857  the 
Midland  and  North  Western  Companies  had  been  promoir 
ing  rival  bills,  and  that  the  opposition  had  been  com- 
promised by  an  agreement  entered  into  between  three 
of  the  promoters  of  the  North  Western  on  the  one  hand, 
and  three  of  the  directors  of  the  Midland  on  the  other, 
of  which  the  material  articles  were  as  follows : — 

2a.  "  The  Midland  Company  are  to  submit  this  present 
agreement,  and  the  bill  as  amended  in  committee,  to  a 
Whamcliffe  meeting  of  their  shareholders,  to  be  held  on 
the  earliest  possible  day,  and  shall  obtain  the  consent  of 
the  necessary  majority  thereto.  And  in  the  event  of  their 
failure  so  to  do,  then  the  Midland  Company  shall  con- 
sent to  any  application  which  may  be  made  to  Parlia- 
ment within  two  years,  to  enable  the  North  Western 
Company  to  enter  into  working  and  traffic  arrangements 
with  the  Great  Soutliem  and  Western  Company. 

4.  "  The  North  Western  Company  to  be  the  party  to 
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extend  the  Norik  Western  line  to  Boyle^  CaeUebar,  WesU 
port,  and  BaUina,  so  soon  as  they  shall  deem  it  prudent, 
provided  the  applications  to  Parliament  are  at  any  period 
within  the  next  five  years;  and  in  the  event  of  the 
Midland  Company  failing  to  obtain  in  this  or  the  ensuing 
session  powers  to  extend  their  line  from  Longford  to  Sligo^ 
the  Nortk  Western  Company  to  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to 
Parliament^  in  the  next  following  session,  for  powers  to 
extend  their  railway  to  Sligo. 

5.  "  The  Midlamd  Company  to  provide  one-third  part  of 
the  capital  necessary  for  the  extensions  of  the  North 
Western  Company  to  Boyle,  Castlebar,  Westport,  and 
BaUina,  and  to  nominate  one-third  of  the  directors,  pro- 
vided they  aro  called  upon  so  to  do  within  the  said  period 
of  five  years. 

6.  ''In  the  next  session  of  Parliament  the  Midland 
Company  shall  concur  in  an  application  made  by  the 
North  Western  Company,  to  enable  the  Midland  Com- 
pany to  subscribe  one-third  of  the  capital  required  for  the 
North  Western  line  of  this  session  from  Athlone  to  Casth- 
rea,  and  to  enable  the  MidUmd  Company  to  nominate  one- 
third  of  the  directors  of  the  North  Western  Company ;  the 
number  of  such  directors  to  be  increased  by  such  applica- 
tion, if  necessary.  Tlie  Midland  Company  to  provide  the 
necessary  subscription  contract  and  deposit  of  money  for 
the  application  to  Parliament  for  such  purpose/' 

And  the  deponent  alleged,  that  all  that  had  been  done 
was  in  pursuance  and  consequence  of  that  agreement ;  and 
that  no  consideration  had  ever  been  given  to  the  North 
Western  Company  for  having  thereby  bound  themselves 
irrevocably  to  the  Midland  Company,  rather  than  the 
Great  Southern  a7id  Western  Bail  way  Company,  other 
than  that  contained  in  the  4th,  6th,  and  6th  paragraphs  of 
that  agreement 
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Argument 


The  Plaintiff,  George  Woods  MomnseU  filed  an  affidavit 
in  opposition  to  this,  traversing  some  of  the  allegations 
therein,  but  not  raising  any  point  which  appeared  to  be 
material  to  the  questions  in  the  cause. 


Sir  Hugh  Cai/ma,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  G.  Lake  Russell  for  the 
Plaintiffs  :— 

Mr.  Hawkshaw*8  award  was  void  upon  the  face  of  it^  and 
was  only  intended  to  have  the  effect,  which  it  actually  had, 
of  inducing  the  House  of  Commons  to  suspend  the  Stand- 
ing Order:  that  cannot^  therefore,  be  urged  against  us. 
Then  it  is  said  that  we  have  been  till  just  lately  a  minority 
of  our  own  Company  :  that  is  not  so  now  ;  and  if  it  were, 
it  is  immaterial^  supposing  the  agreement  itself  to  be  ultra 
vires. 

It  will  be  urged  that  the  North  Western  Company  are 
not  to  be  affected  by  this  consideration  ;  that  they  have  an 
agreement  under  our  common  seal ;  and  that,  therefore, 
this  Court  ought  not  to  interfere,  but  leave  the  parties  to 
their  legal  remedies.  But  they,  with  their  eyes  open,  entered 
into  this  agreement  with  persons  whom  they  knew  to  be 
agents  who  were  outstepping  their  powers ;  therefore  they, 
as  well  as  the  Midland  Company,  ought  to  be  restrained 
from  acting  on  these  clauses. 

Again,  it  will  be  said  the  whole  question  is  one  exclu- 
sively for  the  cognizance  of  a  Court  of  law  ;  "  let  the  award 
be  made,  valeat  quantum,  and  then  you  can  resist  its 
enforcement''  But  the  arbitrator  might  award  one  entire 
sum  for  all  these  breaches,  and  we  might  find  ourselves 
unable  to  resist  the  action,  or  to  apportion  the  damages, 
if  the  Court  should  think  any  one  of  the  complaints  sub- 
stantiated. 

A  further  objection  will  be,  that  the  entire  agreement 
must  stand  or  fall  together,  and  that  we  cannot  treat  part 
of  it  as  valid  and  part  as  invalid ;  that  is  not  a  considera- 
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tioD  for  the  Plainti£b.  If  the  J^otiA  Western  Company  think 
that  our  snocess  in  this  catue  will  entitle  them  to  have  the 
whole  agreement  set  aside,  let  them  file  a  Bill  directed 
specifically  to  that  purpose. 

But  all  this  depends  on  the  question — ^Are  the  clauses 
complained  of  ultra  vires  or  not  ?  Let  us  consider  them  in 
detail 

Clause  44  is  clearly  ultra  vires :  it  provides  that  for  al^ 
future  time  we  are  to  assent  to  the  passing  of  Acts  autho- 
rising us  to  suhscribe  to  their  extensions — t.  e.  it  proposes 
to  do  away  with  the  efiiect  of  the  WhamcUffe  order ;  and 
in  &ct^  one  of  the  breaches  of  agreement  complained  of  is, 
that  at  their  Whaamdiffe  meeting  we  voted  against  the 
project  in  our  capacity  of  shareholders  in  their  under- 
taking ;  if  we  were  not  entitled  to  do  so,  the  Whamdiffe 
meeting  is  a  nullity. 

Clause  45  provides  for  the  application  of  our  capital  to 
the  purposes  of  their  Company  in  a  manner  in  which, 
according  to  the  standing  clause  inserted  in  all  Acts  of 
this  kind  (a),  we  could  not  have  used  it  for  our  own  pur* 
poeesL 

Clause  46  is  rather  a  covenant  on  their  part  than  on 
ours  ;  but  it  is  objectionable,  as  it  professes  to  secure  to  us 
advantages  which  we  could  not  enforce  against  them. 

Clause  47  is  an  attempt,  so  far  as  regards  future  exten- 
sions of  their  Company,  to  deprive  the  shareholders  for  the 
time  being  of  our  Company  of  that  right  which  the  law 
expressly  gives  them  of  judging  for  themselves  as  to  the 
propriety  of  their  running  agreements. 


(a)  **A  clause  shall  be  inserted 
in  every  railway  bill,  prohibiting 
any  Railway  Company  from  pay- 
ing oat  of  the  capital  which  they 
haye  been  authorised  to  raise  for 
the  purposes  of  any  existing  Act 
the    deposit    required    by    the 


Standing  Orders  to  be  made  for 
the  purposes  of  any  application 
to  Parliament  for  a  Bill  for  the 
construction  of  another  railway.** 
— L.  S.  O.  clxxxix,  6.— 0.  8.  O. 
141. 
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ClauseB  48  and  49  are  not  ultra  vires  in  themselves,  save 
in  so  far  as  they  provide  or  attempt  to  provide  a  means  of 
enforcing  the  foregoing  invalid  stipulations. 

If,  then,  we  have  established  that  these  provisions  are 
unauthorised  and  illegal  as  against  us,  it  necessarily  follows 
that  we  are  entitled  to  come  here  to  prevent  our  own  direc- 
tors from  carrying  out  this  arrangement  in  excess  of  their 
powers,  and  to  prevent  the  North  West&i^  Company,  who, 
at  the  highest,  are  purchasers  with  the  fullest  notice  of  the 
invalidity  of  the  agreement,  from  endeavouring  either  to 
enforce  the  same,  or  to  assess  damages  for  non-performance 
thereof. 

Mr.  jRoft,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  0.  Osborne  Morgan,  for  the 
JUidlcmd  Company,  supported  the  Plaintifis'  case,  but 
took  no  part  in  the  argument. 

Sir  Rownddl  Pahner,  S.  G.,  Mr.  Qiffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr. 
JUartvneau,  for  the  North  Western  Company  and  the  De- 
fendants named  as  directors  thereof : — 

There  are  two  questions  to  be  considered  in  this  case : 
1st.  Is  there  in  reality  anything  ultra  vires  in  the  clauses 
complained  of?  2nd.  If  so,  is  this  a  case  in  which  the 
Court  will  interfere  by  injunction  to  prevent  the  parties 
from  completing  the  proceedings  before  the  arbitrator, 
whatever  his  award  may  be  worth  when  obtained  ? 

In  discussing  the  former  of  these  questions,  we  may  leave 
clauses  48  and  49  entirely  out  of  sight,  as  they  are  admit- 
tedly valid,  unless  invalidated  by  their  relation  to  the 
former  clauses,  44 — 47.  But  there  is  no  possible  objection 
to  the  44th  clause,  which  only  provides,  that,  if  Parliament 
authorise  it,  they  will  subscribe  additional  capital.  There 
is  nothing  objectionable  in  their  pledging  themselves  not  to 
oppose  our  applications. 


The  45th  clause  is  equally  harmless ;  it  merely  contem- 
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plates  a  deposit  of  the  money  of  tlie  Company  (not  saying 
"  capital")  for  a  temporary  purpose^  which  money  will  be 
returned  to  them  intact  if  the  bill  does  not  pass,  and  the 
disposal  whereof  will  be  provided  for  by  the  Act  if  the  bill 
shoald  become  an  Act.  The  Standing  Order  referred  to 
by  the  other  side  shows  that  the  Legislature  contemplated 
aoch  a  deposit  if  made  out  of  income. 

The  Court  will  not  interfere  with  applications  to  Par- 
liament for  such  a  purpose :  War^  y.  Gramd  JvmAy- 
lion  Watencorka  Company  (a),  Stevens  v.  South 
Devon  Railway  Chmpany  (6),  Hattersley  v.  Lord  Shd- 
bume  (c). 

(The  Vicb-Chancellor,— Tou  cannot  apply  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  Company,  nor  can  you  pay  any  expenses  out 
of  the  corporate  property  without  the  authority  of  Parlia- 
ment (d).  I  remember  that  this  question  was  discussed,  in 
1828,  before  a  committee  of  the  House  of  Commons,  and 
that  Lord  Eldon  was  consulted  by  the  committee,  and 
gave  it  as  his  opinion  that  the  case  of  a  Company  was 
diflferent  fix>m  that  of  an  individual  trustee,  and  that 
there  was  no  power  to  restrain  them  from  assenting  ;  and 
that  opinion  led  to  the  establishment  of  the  flfhamcliffe 


The  Solicitor-OeTieral, — ^Well  then,  the  next  clause, 
which  applies  the  traffic  arrangements  to  future  extensions 
of  the  Company,  is  unexceptionable ;  none  of  these  clauses 
therefore  are  ultra  vires. 

Besides,  Parliament  has  already  twice  recognised  this  as 
a  valid  agreement ;  first,  when  it  passed  the  OaeUebar  Ex- 
tension Act  in  1860,  and  again  in  1861  when  the  West- 
pari  Extension  Act  was  passed. 


(a)  2  R.  &  M.  470. 

(6)  13  Besv.  4S. 

(e)  10  W.  B.  S81. 

(.'0  Coof.  An.' Gen,  v.  Corpo- 


ration of  Norwich^  16  Sim.  225; 
AU.'Oen.  v.  Corporation  of  IFt- 
gan,  Kay,  268. 
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These  PlaintifiB  do  not  come  into  Court  ^with  dean 
hand&'^  They  have,  by  means  of  this  very  agreement,  secured 
to  themselves  substantially  the  control  of  the  working  of  our 
line,  which  we  might  have  given  to  the  Great  Southern  and 
Western  Railway  Company  instead  of  to  them;  and  then  they 
ask  your  Honour  to  interfere  in  order  to  relieve  them  from 
the  operation  of  that  part  of  the  agreement  which  consti- 
tutes the  sole  consideration  which  we  receive  for  all  we 
have  given  them.  Can  the  Court  say,  '^  There  are  certain 
parts  of  this  agreement  from  which  the  Midland  Com- 
pany should  be  relieved  and  yet  the  North  Western 
Company  must  be  bound  by  the  rest  of  the  agreement, 
unless  they  are  willing  to  incur  further  litigation  and  ex- 
pense by  filing  a  cross  Bill  V* 

This  case  is  ripe  for  decision ;  and  therefore  the  objec- 
tion which  in  Simpaon^w.  Lord  Howden  (a)  was  held 
su£Scient  ground  for  refusing  to  withdraw  the  case  from  the 
jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  law,  applies  in  frill  force. 

Finally,  the  Plaintifib  come  here  to  ask  the  Court  to 
restrain  an  act,  which,  if  illegal,  cannot  hurt  them ;  but  if 
legale  is  the  right  of  the  Defendants ;  and  the  circumstance, 
that  the  agreement  is  under  the  common  seal  of  the  Com- 
pany, makes  no  difiference  in  this  respect:  Oa^e  v.  The 
Newmarket  Railway  Gonpany  (&). 

[The  Yicb-Chancellob  asked,  whether,  if  the  Defendants 
were  right  in  respect  of  the  Seventh  alleged  breach,  it  would 
not  have  the  effect  of  getting  rid  of  the  operation  of  the 
WhamcUfe  order.] 

The  SoUdtor-Oeneral. — ^That  refers  to  our  own  Whamr 
diffe  meeting.  Any  individual  shareholder,  and  therefore 
the  Midland  Company  in  the  capacity  of  a  shareholder  in 
the  North  Western  Company,  might  be  bound  by  agree- 


(a)3My.&Cr.97, 


(b)  18  Q.  B.  457. 
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ment  to  attend  the  WJiamdiffe  meeting,  and  concur :  and 
it  was  because,  being  so  bound,  they  did  not  concur,  that 
the  House  of  Commons  suspended  the  Standing  Orders  in 
the  case  of  the  Westjxyrt  Extension  Act. 

We  have  a  right  to  have  the  legal  questions  tried  at  law. 
Lord  CcUenhavd  certainly  appears  to  have  held  otherwise ; 
but  that  case  and  those  which  followed  it  have  been  virtually 
overruled  by  Lord  Truro  in  Oattke*s  caae  (a).  The  Bill 
must  therefore  be  dismissed. 


V. 

Midland 
Gksat 
Western 
(Irbuind) 
Kailwat 
Company. 


Sir  Hugh  Cairns,  Q.  C,  in  reply  :— 

lliere  is  very  considerable  reason  to  regret  that  Lord 
CctteTiham^s  decisions  have  been  overruled :  but  the  point 
does  not  govern  this  case. 

Each  of  these  shareholders  is  a  cestui  que  trust,  whose 
trustees;,  the  directors,  are  acting  in  a  manner  which  he 
considers  to  be  a  breach  of  trust ;  and  he  therefore  has  a 
right  to  come  to  this  Court  to  have  the  question,  whether 
this  be  a  breach  of  trust  or  not^  decided :  and  if  it  be  so, 
then  he  is  entitled  to  an  injunction  not  only  against  his 
own  trustees,  but  also  against  all  persons  dealing  with  them 
with  notice  of  the  breach  of  trust 

It  is  not  here  material  that  Parliament  has  acted  on  the 
powers  given  by  this  agreement.  The  question  is,  what 
was  the  effect  of  the  agreement  when  entered  into :  and 
moreover,  all  that  Parliament  has  done  has  Wen  to  confer 
these  powers  contingently  on  their  obtaining  the  consent  of 
a  Whamdiffe  meeting :    Weatport  Extension  Act,  s.  23. 

On  the  remaining  point :  This  is  not  the  agreement  of  the 

PIainti£EB,  but  of  the  Company;  and  the  Plaintiffs  have  no 

right  to  have  it  cancelled  or  modified  in  any  way — their 

right  solely  extends  to  preventing  their  own  trustees  from 

committing  a  breach  of  trusty  whether  they  have  agreed  to 

do  so  or  not. 

(a)  3  Mftc.  &  G.  155. 
VOL.  I.  M 


160 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1863.        Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 


Mauvbbll 

V. 
MmLAXD 

Great 

WsBTBRir 

(Ibblamd) 
Railway 
CoMPAirr. 


This  case  has  been  very  ably  and  fully  discussed,  and  I 
think  I  am  enabled  at  once  to  explain  clearly  the  view  I 
take  of  the  matter. 

I  must,  in  the  first  place,  consider  the  position  of  the 
PlaintiffiL  They  are  not  the  Midland  Great  Western 
Company  coming  here  to  set  aside  their  own  agreement, 
but  shareholders  who  desire  to  be  relieved  against  the  act 
of  their  directors,  by  which  they  (the  PlaintiffiB)  are  bound, 
under  the  common  seal  of  the  Company,  to  an  arrange- 
ment, to  which,  as  they  say,  they  are  not  liabla  That  is  a 
very  different  position  from  that  of  a  Company  coming  here 
to  be  relieved  from  the  consequences  of  its  own  act. 

In  all  cases  of  this  description  the  point  to  be  regarded 
is,  whether  there  is  or  not  in  the  act  contemplated  by  the 
Company,  any  stipulation  or  engagement  to  which  it  exceeds 
the  power  of  the  directors  to  bind  their  shareholders.  In 
this  point  of  view  the  case  is  entirely  distinct  from  Oattie*s 
case;  and  the  reasoning  on  which  the  Lord  Chancellor  there 
decided  that  a  Court  of  law  was  the  proper  tribunal  has 
no  application  here.  That  was  a  question  between  the 
Company  and  a  stranger ;  this  is  a  case  in  which  share- 
holders, who  are  completely  out  of  the  purview  of  the 
Courts  of  law,  come  here  to  restrain  their  own  directors 
from  exceeding  their  legitimate  powers.  1  he  Court  of 
law  in  which  the  threatened  action  should  be  brought 
might  or  might  not  uphold  the  awards  the  directors  might 
confess  judgment,  or  might  submit  to  the  judgment  of  the 
arbitrator  without  litigation;  and  in  all  or  any  of  these 
cases  the  shareholders  would  be  powerless  except  through 
the  medium  of  this  Court  Surely,  then,  the  shareholders 
have  a  right  to  come  here  to  have  it  ascertained  whether 
the  directors  have  or  not  exceeded  their  powers,  and,  if  they 
have  done  so,  to  restrain  them,  and  all  persons  who  have 
dealt  with  them,  from  taking  advantage  of  such  excesa 
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Looking  on  the  matter  in  this  lights  it  seems  clear  to  me 
that  the  two  substantial  articles  do  considerably  exceed  the 
powers  of  the  directors  of  the  Company.      [His  Honour 
read  Articles  44  and  45.]     The  engagement  here  is  two- 
fold :  first,  actively  to  support  the  extension  bills  of  the 
NorOi  Western  Company;   and,  secondly,  to  subscribe  a 
portion  of  the  Parliamentary  deposit     I  think  that  each 
of  these  stipulations  it  was  beyond  the  powers  of  the  direc- 
tors of  the  Midland  Company  to  agree  to.    The  extension 
bills  in  question  were  bills  whereby  the  Midland  Company 
were  to  be  authorised  to  subscribe  towards  the  proposed  ex- 
tensions of  the  undertaking  of  the  North  Western  Com- 
pany.   Now  Parliament  has  taken  care  to  shield  the  share- 
holders  in  Railway  Companies  from  having  the  corporate 
funds  diverted  from  the  original  purposes  of  the  under- 
taking without  the  consent  of  three-fourths  of  their  body, 
given  at  a  general  meeting  of  the  Company  convened  in 
compliance  with  the  Wliamcliffe  order ;  but  if  this  agree- 
ment were  to  stand,  it  would  be  possible  for  a  simple  majo- 
rity of  the  Company  to  force  a  reluctant  minority,  exceed- 
ing one-fourth,  to  subscribe  to  the  undertaking  of  another 
Company ;  for  if  the  common  seal  of  the  Company  were  set 
to  an  agreement  of  this  sort,  and  that  agreement  were  to 
be   held   valid,   the   minority   would  be    placed    in  this 
dilemma :— either  they  must  sanction  the  proposed  Act  at 
the  Whamcliffe  meeting,  in  which  case  a  simple  majority 
would  be  su£Bcient  to  bind  the  Company,  after  the  Act  had 
passed,  to  take  up  the  shares ;  or  else,  if  they  positively  re- 
fused to  sanction  the  proposed  bill,  then  they  would  have 
done  an  act  which  would  prevent  the  Legislature  from  giving 
effect  to  the  application,  and  which  would  thus  be  a  breach 
of  this  stipulation  in  the  agreement,  and  therefore   the 
other  Company  would  be  entitled  to  damages.     That  this 
is  the  view  taken  of  the  agreement  by  the  North  Western 
Company  is  clear  from  the  1 0th  breach  which  they  have 

assigned.     [His  Honour  read  it]     But  it  is  obvious  that 
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this  would  be  an  entire  destruction  of  the  protection  which 
Parliament  designed  to  provide  for  shareholders^  and  of 
which  they  are  intended  to  have  an  opportunity  of  availing 
themselves  in  every  session  in  which  there  is  any  applica- 
tion to  Parliament 

Then  the  Solicitor-General  asks,  ''Is  there  anything 
to  prevent  a  Company  from  agreeing  to  apply  for  a 
bill  V  No  doubt  they  may  apply,  the  governing  body 
of  the  Company  are  competent  to  do  that^  though  ever 
so  influential  a  minority  or  even  a  majority  of  the  share- 
holders were  to  object;  that  is  the  very  reason  for  the 
Wha/mcliffe  order,  which  makes  such  an  application  fu- 
tile unless  made  with  the  consent  of  three-fourths  of  the 
shareholders  at  a  special  meeting.  But  though  it  is  well 
settled  that  they  may  apply,  it  is  equally  certain  that,  they 
cannot  expend  one  farthing  of  the  corporate  funds  in 
furtherance  of  the  application.  Can  it  then  be  argued 
that  they  can  covenant  to  apply  ?  That  is  to  say,  can  it  be 
maintained,  that^  although  they  are  not  competent  to  spend 
a  single  sixpence  of  the  Company's  money  in  aid  of  the 
application  if  they  apply,  still  they  can  bind  that  very 
money  by  covenant  so  as  to  render  it  liable  to  pay  damages 
if  they  do  not  apply  ?  If  it  were  necessary  to  decide  the 
point  at  present,  I  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Wham- 
clife  order  supplied  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  question. 

Mr.  Oiffard  says,  "  There  is  no  objection  to  a  covenant 
not  to  oppose ;  "  that  may  be,  though  I  do  not  intend  to 
express  any  opinion  to  that  effect  (a) :  but  here,  the  cove- 
nant is  to  assist  the  application;  and  I  have  no  doubt  that 
that  is  ultra  vires. 


(a)  This  point  was  much  dis- 
cussed in  Parker  v.  The  Rwer 
Dunn  Navigation  Company  (1 
De  G.  &  Sm.  192),  but  not  de- 
cided; theYice-Chancellor  hav- 
ing induced  the  parties  to  come 


to  an  arrangement  beneficial  to 
both  sides ;  but  His  Honour  ex- 
pressed a  strong  opinion  that  he 
had  no  power  to  restrain  the 
Company  firom  entering  into  such 
an  agreement 
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I  may  pass  by  the  covenant  as  to  the  subscription  con- 
tract ;  though,  if  such  a  thing  were  still  required,  I  think  the 
daose  would  be  ultra  vires  in  this  respect  also,  as,  if  the 
directors  could  not  find  a  person  to  provide  the  requisite 
fbnd%  the  Company  would  be  rendered  liable  in  damages. 

The  remaining  branch  of  this  clause  is  also,  I  think, 
ultra  vires.  The  principle  upon  which  it  is  held,  that  the 
corporate  funds  cannot  be  applied  to  any  purpose  other 
than  the  purposes  of  the  Company,  must  extend  to  the 
case  of  these  Flaintiffi.  They  say,  in  effect^  "we  will  not 
allow  any  portion  of  our  capital  or  earnings  to  be  used  in 
any  manner  as  a  deposit  for  the  benefit  of  a  company  to 
wluch  we  are  strangers ;  still  less  for  the  purpose  of  enabling 
thai  company  to  carry  into  efifect  a  measure  the  result  of 
which  would  be  that  a  reluctant  minority  of  more  than 
one-fourth  would  be  compellable  to  subscribe  to  another,  it 
might  be  to  a  rival,  undertaking."  It  is  not^  tberefore^ 
necessary  to  consider  the  clause  which  has  been  referred  to  as 
"the  standing  dause,"  which  prohibits  the  Company  from 
m^^lr^w^g  the  parliamentary  deposit  out  of  its  capital;  for 
although  it  be  true  that  an  inference  might  arise,  that  such 
deposit  might  be  made  out  of  income,  that  can  only  apply 
to  the  case  of  a  company  which  is  minded  to  extend  its  own 
works,  and  not  to  a  deposit  for  the  benefit  of  the  under- 
takings of  a  different  company.  I  must  therefore  hold 
that  the  whole  of  clause  45  is  ultra  vire& 

As  to  clause  4b6,  I  do  not  think  the  PlaintiffB  are  entitled 
to  complain  of  it  It  comes  to  this,  that  the  North  Western 
Company  covenant,  that  if  they  obtain  any  extension  Acts 
they  will  secure  certain  privileges  to  the  Midland  Com- 
pany. This  may  be  a  proceeding  in  excess  of  the  powers 
of  the  directors  of  the  North  Western  Company  of  which 
their  own  shareholders  might  complain;  but  I  do  not 
think  that  these  Plaintiffs  can  come  here  to  set  aside  the 
agreement  merely  on  the  ground  that  they  would  probably 
find  themselves  unable  to  enforce  it 
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The  Solicitor-General  says  that  Parliament  has  already 
twice  recognised  and  ratified  this  agreement,  in  the  Exten- 
sion Acts  of  1860  and  1861 :  I  do  not  so  read  the  Act& 
It  is  very  common  to  have  provisional  agreements  entered 
into  in  such  cases ;  agreements  whose  validity  is  ex- 
pressly made  contingent  upon  the  concurrence  of  Parlia- 
ment, and  therefore  to  which  no  objection  can  be  taken. 
When  the  Legislature  is  asked  to  give  effect  to  one  of 
these  agreements,  they  do  not  stop  to  consider  whether  it 
could  stand  per  se  as  an  agreement;  but  they  recite  it, 
and  if  they  think  proper  so  to  do,  they  take  steps  to  carry 
it  into  effect,  not  by  ratifying  it,  nor  by  declaring  its 
validity  in  any  way,  but  by  conferring  the  necessary 
powers  on  the  parties  No  advantage,  therefore,  can  be 
gained  by  the  supposed  parliamentary  sanction. 

The  vice  of  clause  47  is  this, — ^power  was  taken  from 
Parliament  to  make  traffic  arrangements,  to  be  binding  for 
not  more  than  ten  year&    Then  the  agreement  of  which 
this  clause  forms  a  part  was  entered  into ;  and  so  far  as 
this  agreement  only  affects  the  traffic  on  the   existing 
lines,  it  is  right  and  proper  and  under  due  parliamentary 
authority  :  but  this  clause  seeks  to  extend  these  arrange- 
ments to  all  extensions  which  the  North  Western  Company 
might  at  any  time  within  three  years  be  permitted   to 
make.     It  might  be,  that  Parliament  might  not  think  fit 
to  grant  powers  to  make  traffic  arrangements  on  the  ex- 
tension lines  ;  and  then  the  effect  of  this  clause  would  be, 
that  although  such  arrangements  could  not  be  properly  made 
under  direct  parliamentary  authority,  they  would  be  ob- 
tained, without  such  authority  and  without  the  sanction  of 
the  Board  of  Trade^  under  this  agreement     It  is,  in  fact, 
saying,  '*  if  Parliament  does  one  thing  then  we  will  do 
another :  if  Parliament  authorises  the  extension  of  your 
line,  then  we  will  apply  to  that  extended  line  provisions 
not  authorised  by   Parliament.''      This  is   clearly  ultra 
vires. 
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Clauses  48  and  49  are  only  objectionable  in  their  relation 
to  the  preceding  clauses  ;  and  all  I  can  do  in  reference  to 
them  is,  to  declare  that  they  shall  not  be  used  so  as  to  give 
effect  as  against  the  Midland  Company  to  any  of  the 
provisions  against  which  I  have  decided. 

I  must  now  come  to  clause  44,  which  I  have  intention- 
aQy  reserved  to  the  last.  This  clause  is  in  effect  a  covenant 
not  to  oppose  such  a  bill  as  is  there  described.  [His 
Honour  read  the  clause.]  Now^  as  a  general  rule,  any 
robject  whosoever,  be  he  individual  or  body  corporate, 
may  apply  to  Parliament  for  any  special  law  which  he 
thinks  he  can  induce  the  Legislature  to  pass  for  his  benefit; 
and  therefore^  if  this  Article  has  any  operation  at  afi,  it 
must  take  effect  as  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  Midland 
Company  not  to  oppose  the  application.  On  the  effect  of 
such  a  covenant  generally,  I  express  no  opinion :  but  in 
this  case  it  would  be  a  covenant  not  to  oppose  a  bill 
which,  if  passed  into  an  Act,  would  compel  a  reluctant 
minority  to  subscribe  towards  the  capital  of  another  com- 
pany  without  having  had  the  pr&tection  of  a  WhamcUfe 
meeting ;  and  I  think  that  such  a  covenant  is  open  to  the 
same  objection  which  runs  through  these  clauses  generally, 
that  it  is  an  attempt  to  stipulate  these  shareholders  out  of 
the  benefit  of  the  Whamdiffe  order.  I  am  told  that  it  is 
a  novelty  to  interfere  with  the  making  of  an  award ;  but  I 
should  have  taken  exactly  the  same  course  had  this  been  a 
Bill  to  restrain  an  action  on  the  award.  The  Plaintifib 
could  not  be  obliged  to  trust  to  what  their  directors  might 
dioose  to  do  by  way  of  defence  to  the  action,  but  would 
have  had  a  right  to  come  here  to  protect  themselves  from 
any  damage  which  might  flow  from  the  unauthorised  cove- 
nants of  their  directors. 

Then  Mr.  Qijffard  says,  **  if  any  part  of  this  agree- 
ment is  touched,  it  must  be  cancelled  in  toto.^  But  the 
Plaintiflb  have  nothing  to  do  with   the  agreement,  and 
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are  not  entitled  to  ask  me  to  pronounce  any  part  of 
it  void  to  which  their  directors  were  competent  to  bind 
them.  They  can  only  ask  me  to  release  them  from  the 
consequences  of  acts  of  their  directors  by  which  they  are 
not  bound;  and  they  are  not  excluded  from  this  relief 
because  the  same  instrument  which  contains  the  invalid 
provisions  also  contains  other  matters  and  things  over  which 
they  (the  Plaintiflfe)  have  no  cpntroL  The  effect  of  this 
decree  upon  the  agreement  as  a  whole,  if  litigated  at  all, 
must  be  litigated  in  a  proper  proceeding  between  the  Com- 
panies, to  which  the  Plaintiffs  will  not  be  parties. 

There  must  be  a  declaration  that  the  agreement  of 
Au§ust^  1859,  so  far  as  it  purports  to  bind  the  shareholders 
of  the  Midland  Oreat  Western  Company  to  clauses  44, 
45  and  47,  and  so  far  as  by  clauses  48  and  49  it  purports 
to  subject  the  said  Company  to  any  arbitration^  &a,  or 
damages  in  respect  of  any  breach  or  non-performance  of 
the  stipulations  contained  in  the  above-mentioned  clauses, 
is  void  as  against  the  Midland  Great  Western  Company; 
but  this  declaration  is  to  He  without  prejudice  to  any  ques- 
tion as  to  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  said  agreement 
further  or  otherwise  than  as  hereinbefore  declared.  Then 
restrain  both  Companies,  their  o£Scers,  servants,  and  agents 
from  acting  on  the  agreement  in  respect  of  any  of  the 
covenants  hereby  declared  to  be  void.  I  think  it  is  not  a 
case  for  costs  against  the  North  Western  Company ;  but 
the  Flaintifls  may  have  their  costs  as  between  solicitor  and 
client  out  of  the  funds  of  their  own  Company. 


/    ^       -  ^5^  .  ^^f^,'£^oj 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  167 

1863. 


/e«ee — Cov^ 

naart  against 

Trade. 

A  Bub-lessee  of 


PARBJSR  V.  WHYTE.  ^^y  so/A. 

Leau—Sub 

I  HIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Defendants  from  holding  or  permitting  to  be  held  any  sales 
by  auction  on  the  premises  mentioned  in  the  Bill  a  houserwhoiie 

immediate 

The  premises  in  question  were,  by  an  indenture  dated  9th  w^JUi^^t 

June.  1861,  demised  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendants  not  to  canyon 

•^  a  particular 

Whyte  and  Adams,  for  the  term  of  2^  years;  and  the  lease  trade,  will  be 

contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  those  Defendants  "  that  Hrrjiiig  on 

they  should  not  nor  would  permit  or  suffer  any  sale  by  J^Q^^'he'took 

auction  to  be  held  or  made  in  or  upon  the  said  premises  or  hi«  lease  wiUi- 

.  ,  ,         oat  notice  of 

any  part  thereof,  without  the  license  and  consent  in  writing  the  covenant, 

of  the  Plaintiff."  iVa^"^. 

he  made  careful 

Whyte  was  the  manager  of  the  Rkeniah  Coal  Company,  ipquiriesat  the 
and  Adams  was  the  agent  in  London   of  the  Dutdi  his  lease,  and 
BhenisA  Railway  Company,  and  the  premises  in  question  ^^lich  shooldf 
were  used  by  them  principally  for  o£Sces.  The  premises  being  ^^^^JJ^w^- 
lai^er  than  they  required,  a  portion  of  the  house  was  sublet  yestigation. 
by  them  to  one  Bammond,  who  was  secretary  to  the  Lon- 
don Qeneral  Coal  Company  (Limited);  and  in  the  sub-lease 
no  covenant  of  the  nature  above  described  was  inserted. 

On  the  17th  of  September,  1862,  Hammond,  who  was 
the  person  ostensibly  in  occupation  of  the  house,  again  sub- 
let a  part  of  his  portion  to  the  Defendant  Sparks,  who 
swore,  that,  at  the  time  of  such  sub-letting,  Hammond  was 
aware  that  he  (Sparks)  intended  to  use  the  premises  as  a 
shop  for  the  sale  of  Birmingham  jewellery. 

Sparks  expressly  denied  that  he  had  any  notice  of  the 
covenant  in  the  original  lease ;  and  he  said  that  he  had  not 
altered  into  any  such  covenant.  He,  however,  denied  any 
intention  of  holding  sales  by  auction. 

On  the  16th  April,  1863,  Sparks  sub-let  a  portion  of  the 
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premises  to  the  Defendant  Atki/nson,  for  the  term  of  six 
months  from  that  day.  It  appeared  that  Atkinson  on  this 
occasion  had  asked  Sparks  whether  there  was  any  objection 
to  his  using  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  holding  sales 
by  auction;  and  that  Sparks  had  replied  that  he  knew  of 
no  objection,  and  had  shown  him  (Atkinson)  the  agree* 
ment  from  ffwmmond  under  which  he  {Sparks)  held^  which 
agreement  contained  no  trace  of  any  such  covenant  as  that 
now  relied  on. 

On  the  14th  of  May,  a  public  notice  was  affixed  to  the 
premises,  announcing  that  the  Defendant  Salmon  had 
received  instructions  to  sell  by  public  auction  thereon  the 
stock  of  the  proprietor  (the  Defendant  Atkinson), 

Thereupon  the  Plaintiff  caused  the  Defendants  Whyte, 
Adams,  and  Salmon  to  be  served  with  notices  threatening 
Chancery  proceedings  to  restrain  the  sale ;  but  these  Defend- 
ants declared  that  they  had  no  power  in  the  matter :  and 
the  Bill  was  then  filed. 


Argument,         Mr.    Gifard,  Q.  C,  and    Mr.  Hetherington,  for    the 
Plaintiff:— 

This  is  a  mere  question  whether  a  lessor  is  to  lose  the 
benefit  of  the  stipulations  he  has  taken  care  to  insert  in 
his  lease,  by  reason  only  that  his  lessee  has  sub-let  to  other 
parties  who  propose  to  set  these  stipulations  at  defiance. 
That  question  was  finally  settled  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff 
by  Tidk  V.  MoxJiay  (a). 

Mr.  Stije  Everitt  for  the  Defendants  Sparks  and 
Atkinson: — 

When  covenants  run  with  the  land,  the  Court  will  re- 

(a)  2  Ph.  774. 
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Btram  all  asBignees  of  the  lease  and  sub-lessees  from  breach  1863. 
of  the  covenant ;  but  when  that  is  not  so^  the  Court  will  only 
act  in  the  drcumstances  pointed  out  in  Tulk  v.  Maxhay, 
ie.«  when  notice  of  the  covenant  is  brought  home  to  the 
occupier.  We  are  sub-lessees  of  a  sub-lessee»  and  therefore  ^^^ 
cannot  be  held  liable  to  the  covenants  in  the  lease  :  Moore 
V.  Greg  (a). 

A  very  similar  case  to  this  was  lately  decided  by  Yice- 
Chancellor  Kindersley ;  Moses  v.  Taylor  (b).  More- 
over, Atkinson  actually  inquired  of  his  immediate  lessor 
whether  he  was  entitled  to  hold  such  an  auction  as  that 
complained  of,  and  was  assured  that  he  was  so.  That  puts 
an  end  to  any  idea  of  constructive  notice  :  Jones  v.  Smith  (c). 
The  lessor  has  a  complete  remedy  by  ejectment,  and 
this  Court  will  only  deal  with  a  personal  equity  in  these 
cases :  Hodson  v.  Coppard  (d). 

[The  Vige-Chancellob. — In  that  case,  the  tenants  were 
not  parties.] 

Mr.  XverUt. — If  this  were  a  matter  of  course,  they 
would  not  be  necessary  parties. 

[He  also  referred  to  Coles  v.  Sims  (a).] 

Mr.  Oiffard,  Q.C.,  in  reply  : — 

Moses  V.  Taylor  was  a  very  peculiar  and  doubtful  case. 
There  is  no  authority  for  saying  that  a  person  in  the  posi- 
tion of  the  Defendant  is  a  purchaser  for  value  without  notice; 
and  the  only  grotmd  on  which  the  Vice-Chancellor  could 
have  held  that  the  Plaintiff  had  mistaken  his  remedy  was^ 
that  the  act  was  past  and  done,  and  there  was  no  longer 
anything  to  injoin  against :  that  is  not  so  hera  Is  the 
lessor  to  lose  the  benefit  of  a  valuable  lease,  because  his 
lessee  chooses  to  carry  on  a  npxious  trade  ? 

In  Hewitt  v.  Loosemore  (/),  and  that  class  of  cases, 

(«)  2  Ph.  717.  (rf)  29  Beav.  4. 

(5)  11  W.  R.  81.  («)  Kay,  56  ;  5.  C.  5  D.  M.  G.  1, 

(c)  1  Hare,  43.  (  /")  9  Hare,  449. 
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1868.  parties  have  escaped  being  fixed  with  notioe,  because  they 

pIrksb  madej]reasonable  inquiries,  and  answers  were  given  sufficient 

Whttb  ^  P^^  ihem]^off ;  but  no  man  can  shelter  himself  under  a 

plea  of  purchase  for  value,  unless  he  has  used  all  reasona- 

JirgumeiU,  , 

ble  precaution. 


Judgment       ViCB-CHANCELLOE  SiB  W.  PAGK  WoOD  :— 

The  true  answer  to  the  difficulty  suggested  by  Mr. 
Everitt  I  take  to  be  this: — Will  the  Court  allow  a  person 
to  take  a  valuable  house  without  any  inquiry  and,  then  say, 
*  I  will  do  anything  I  please,  because  I  did  not  choose  to 
find  out^fiom  my  lessor  what  interest  he  had  in  the  pro^ 
perty ;  and  therefore  I  am  not  affected  with  notice?'  The 
least  inquiry  here  would  have  elicited  the  information  as 
to  the  covenant. 

The  question  is  of  the  largest  possible  description :  sup- 
pose a  letting  of  a  very  valuable  house  to  a  desirable  tenant, 
with  the  usual  covenant  against  exercising  trades,  and  the 
lessee  sublets  to  a  person  who  opens  a  public  house — could 
it  be  argued  that  the  landlord  must  either  determine  the 
lease  by  entry  for  condition  broken,  or  submit  to  the 
nuisance"?  No  person  is  entitled  to  take  property  of  this 
description  without  asking  a  single  question  on  the  subject : 
it  is  said,  indeed,  ^  that  such  is  the  custom  in  the  case  of 
these  short  terms ;  but  that  cannot  be  recognised. 

If  you  simply  take  a  sub-lease  without  conditions,  you 
are  entitled,  and  bound,  to  examine  your  lessor's  title :  if 
you  have  contracted  not^to  do  so,  there  may  be  a  question 
as  to  the  effect  of  that ;  but  if  you  do  neither  one  nor  the 
other,  but  enter  without  any  inquiry  of  any  sort,  you  must 
be  taken  to  know  that  the  property  is  holden  under  some  title 
or  other ;  and  if  you  do  not  take  any  means  to  discover 
what  that  is,  you  cannot  be  looked  upon  as  a  purchaser 
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withoat  notice,  which  is  the  true  ground  of  exemption  in 
the  cases  cited. 


The  present  seems  to  be  a  hard  case  against  At  kin-' 
son.  He  asked  his  immediate  lessor  whether  he  had 
power  to  let  the  premises  for  the  purpose  of  holding  an 
auction  there ;  and  Sparks  said  that  he  had.  I  assume 
that  he  shewed  him  the  agreement  from  Hammond  under 
which  he  himself  held,  and  it  is  admitted  that  that  agree- 
ment is  silent  on  this  point ;  but  then  it  appears  that  flam- 
viond  was  in  possession  merely  as  secretary  to  the  LoTtdon 
General  Coal  Company  (Limited),  and  his  occupation  as 
secretaiy  would  not  imply  any  power  on  his  part  to  alter  the 
condition  of  the  premises :  now,  if  the  rule  be,  that  you  must 
inquire  into  the  title  of  your  lessor,  I  think  you  ought  not  to 
have  rested  content  with  seeing  an  agreemeut  from  Ham- 
mond merely,  without  going  back  to  some  one  who  would 
have  more  complete  title,  than  the  secretary  of  such  a  Com- 
pany could  have  merely  as  secretary.  It  b  impossible  to  allow 
a  person  to  shelter  himself  under  a  plea  of  purchase  for 
value  without  notice,  if  he  chooses  to  rest  satisfied  without 
knowledge  which  he  has  a  right  to  require. 

The  Bill  must  be  dismissed  as  against  Salmon  without 
costs ;  and  an  injunction  must  be  awarded  against  Atkinson 
and  bis  agents,  in  the  terms  of  the  notice  of  motion.  Costs 
of  the  motion  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


1863. 
Fabkbb 
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Whytb. 
Judgment, 
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February  17lA.    _ 

Martgofforand    £)Y  a  deed  dated  in  the  year  1810,  Ma/ii;en,  the  testator 

Mortgagee-"      ...  . 

Purchaaer  with   in  this  cause,   mortgaged  certain   real  estates  known  as 

Thetratoaof    ^'^^  ^^^^  ^^    Wheotcroft,  to  one  Balguy,  to   secure 
a  ram  of  money  £5000  and  interest. 

chftrged  on  roal 

5w  ownwof         Marten,  by  his  will,  bequeathed  an  annuity  of  jPlS  per 

•^*t  to*thl'"^'  annum  to  Mrs.  Orvmdy  (the  mother  of  the  Plaintiflfe)  for 

charge,  ia  en-  her  life,  and  a  legacy  of  £300  to  her  children,  payable  after 

any  portion  of  her  death;  and  he  charged  the '  said  annuity  and  legacy 

Slai^edfrom  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  estate ;  and  subject  thereto  and  to  his  debts  he 

the  trast,  pro-    devised  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  to  the  trustees  of 

▼ided  he  re- 

serTes  a  portion  his  will,  whom  he  nominated  his  executors. 

sufficient  to 

Sai^;  Midthe       ^y  ^^^dentures  of  lease  and  release,  dated  in  March,  1834, 

camlot'be'fof     between  J,  Marten  and  A.  Marten  (the  trustees)  of  the  one 

lowed  into  the    part,   and   the  executors  of  Balguy  of  the  other   part» 

hands  of  a  par-  ...  .  ,    ,  .«  , 

chaser  with  recitmg  the  previous  mortgage  and  the  testator  s  will  and 
notice  of  the  j^^^j^^  ^^j  ^^ibX  the  Martens  owed  £600  to  Balguy' a 
estate  over  and  above  the  jE^oOOO,  the  estates  in  question 
were  conveyed  to  Bdlguy'a  executors,  with  a  power  of  sale 
at  any  time  after  the  29th  of  September,  1834 ;  and  it  was 
declared  that  the  produce  of  the  sale  should  be  applied, 
firsts  in  payment  of  the  ^5000  and  interest,  next  in 
providing  for  the  charge  of  .f  300,  then  in  payment  of  the 
£500  and  interest,  and  the  surplus  (if  any)  for  the 
Martens, 

By  an  indenture,  dated  July  1850,  and  made  between 
the  Martens  of  the  one  part,  and  Balguy' s  executors  of 
the  other  part,  it  was  agreed  that  the  mortgagees  should 
accept  Cotes  Park  in  full  of  all  demands  in  respect  of 
their  mortgage;  and  Whealcroft  was  thereupon  re-conveyed 
to  the  Martens  discharged  from  the  mortgage  debt,  but 
expressly  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  annuity  of 
£15  to  Mrs.  Grundy.  No  mention  of  the  legacy  of  ^300 
was  made  in  that  deed. 
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At  this  time  there  was  more  than  ^6000  due  to  Balguy*8 
estate  in  respect  of  the  mortgages. 

V. 

Immediately  after  this  agreement  Balguy*8  executors     Hbathootb. 
sold  Cotes  Park  to  the  Defendant  HeathcoU  for  £6000.  Statement 

By  an  indenture  dated  in  June,  1854;,  and  made  between 
/.  Marten  of  the  one  part,  and  A.  Marten  of  the  other  part, 
the  entirety  of  Whefxtcroft  was  vested  in  A.  Marten  in  fee. 

A.  Marten  died  in  1858,  having  by  his  will  devised 
Wheaicroft  to  two  of  the  Plaintifib  in  fee. 

Mrs.  Grundy  died  in  1861,  and  thereupon  her  three 
children  (the  present  FlaintifTs)  filed  their  Bill  against 
Heathcote  and  the  representatives  of  Balguy,  claiming  to 
have  the  legacy  of  j^SOO  paid  to  them  out  of  the  surplus 
of  jPIOOO  which  Cotes  Park  had  realised  over  and  above 
the  ^5000  charged  on  the  estates  by  the  testator ;  and  in 
default  of  such  payment  they  claimed  that  the  said  legacy 
wais  a  still  subsisting  charge  on  Cotes  Park. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cfremside,  for  the  Plaintiffs.      Argumenu 

Mr.  Currey,  for  the  Defendant  Heathcote. 

Mr.  John  Pearson,  (Mr.  Giffard,  Q.  C,  with  him),  for 
the  representatives  of  Balguy  :— 

This  is  a  case  of  a  mere  mortgage,  not  a  trust  at  all : 
the  sale  complained  of  was  only  a  mode  of  payment  ar- 
ranged between  debtor  and  creditor ;  there  was  then  more 
than  jP6000  due.  The  Plaintiffs  do  not  represent  any 
party  to  the  deed,  and  are  mere  strangers  to  the  whole 
transaction. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  in  reply  : — 

This  was  not  a  transaction  between  debtor  and  creditor. 
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1868. 


The  Martens  had  a  duty  to  perforin  as  to  the  debt  of 
J&5000 ;  and  having  also  assets  in  their  hands,  and  being 
residuary  legatees*  they  arrange  with  their  creditor  that  he 
should  take  the  trust  assets  charged  with  the  liabilities : 
had  they  not  stipulated  for  that,  the  arrangement  would 
have  been  a  breach  of  trusty  which  this  Court  will  not 
presume. 

The  special  arrangement  with  respect  to  the  annuity 
shews  that  the  annuity  and  that  alone  was  to  be  charged 
upon   Wheatcrofi. 


Judffmmt.     Vice-Chanckllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

This  is  a  very  singular  case,  but  the  true  contest  can 
be  readily  arrived  at.  The  Plaintiffs  e^re  entitled  to  a  sum 
of  J&300,  which  was  charged  on  all  the  testator's  real  estate. 
Fart  of  this  estate  two  of  the  Plaintiffis  are  in  possession  of ; 
but  it  does  not  appear  that  there  has  been  any  sale  or  pur- 
chase of  the  estate.  There  has,  indeed,  been  a  sale  by  one  of 
the  executors  and  residuary  devisees  to  theother;  but  that  will 
not  dispose  of  the  question.  The  remaining  Plaintiff  has  an 
obvious  right  to  come  against  the  two ;  but  then  they  say, 
there  was  a  further  portion  of  the  estate  which  has  been  sold, 
and  from  which  they  contend  this  charge  should  be  raised. 
It  is  clear  that,  unless  the  deed  of  1834  gives  them  such 
right,  they  can  have  no  right  to  follow  the  sold  portion 
of  the  estate  so  long  as  there  is  unsold  estate  sufficient 
to  satisfy  their  claim.  Now,  at  the  date  of  this  deed,  the 
executors  were  themselves  owners  of  the  estate,  subject 
to  the  charge,  and  were  therefore  fairly  entitled  to  mort- 
gage the  fee  by  way  of  further  charge  to  secure  the  £500 
as  well  as  the  ^5000,  and  there  does  not  appear  to  have 
been  any  attempt  to  conceal  the  legacy.  The  deed  was 
clearly  a  mortgage  deed,  [His  Honour  read  the  deed^  as 
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abore  stated,]  and  waa  not  intended  to  impose  any  trust       '^^^ 
on  the  mortgageea     If  there  bad  been  any  tender  of  this      Gbuhdt 
money  before  sal^  even  after  the  time  fixed  by  the  deed   BmATHootM. 
had  dapeed,   the  Court  would   obviously  have  oompelled      y  T~^^ 
acoeptanoe ;  but  if  so^  the  transaction  was  a  mortgage.     If 
it  had  not  been  for  the  fact  that  the  vendors  were  also 
the  trostees,   this  would   have    been  a  mere  case  of  a 
mortg^e,  and  the  Flaintifis  would  have  no  right  to  file 
a  Bill ;   but  the  vendors  as   executors  were   entitled   to 
say  to  the  mortgagees,   ''If  you  sell,  you  must  pay  the 
£M0   in   priority  to   the  ^500^   because  as  trustees  of 
this  charge  we  are  entitled  to  be  discharged."     Gregcfy 
V.  WWAoflfnai^  shows  what»  in  such^  case,Iare  the  rights  of  a 
peison  not  a  party  to  the  contract^  and  that  the  Flainti£b 
would  in  this  respect  be  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the 
MaxUfns^  on  the  ground  that  the  trustees  were  otherwise 
committing  a  breach  of  trust    If  therefore  there  had  been 
no  other  estate  it  seems  to  me  that  considerable  question 
would  have  arisen,  as  strangers  taking  under  these  circum- 
I  would  have  been  fixed  by  the  subsequent  fisbcts. 


Then  comes  the  subsequent  transaction  by  which  these 
mor^agees  accepted  OoUb  Pa/rk  in  discharge  of  their  claims, 
snd  reoonveyed  Wheatcroft  to  the  mortgagors.  The  evi- 
dence as  to  this  transaction  is  to  be  found  in  Mr.  Barbae 
affidavit^  and  the  result  of  that  affidavit  is«  that  there  is  no 
evidence  of  any  express  contract  that  the  ^800  was  to  be 
charged  on  Wheatcroft,  which  was  expressly  made  subject 
to  the  annuity ;  but  such  a  charge  is  not  inconsistent  with 
the  deed,  and  its  whole  scope  and  object  is  that  Wheat- 
crcft  should  be  subject  to  the  entire  cluufge.  The  Martene, 
being  competent  to  do  so  (as  they  had  other  real  estate), 
rdeaae  Cotea  Pari  from  the  charge  in  consideration  of  the 
release  of  the  rest  of  the  real  estate  from  the  mortgage. 
Why  should  the  mortgagees  give  up  ^234  odd,  as  the  evi- 

3  Meriy.  582. 
VOL.  L  N 
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dence  shows  they  did,  and  further  agree  to  pay  a  sum 
of  ^300  in  addition  ?  I  do  not  think  that  the  mere  circum- 
stanoe  that  the  annuity  of  £15  is  mentioned,  and  the 
chaarge  of  ^^300  is  not  mentioned,  has  any  operation  on 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  particularly  when  we  consider 
that  it  must  have  been  before  their  eyes  at  the  time. 


The  natural  effect  of  the  agreement  is,  that  WheatCTofi 
is  still  liable  to  this  debt ;  the  result  of  which  is,  that  the  sup- 
posed presumption  of  a  breach  of  trust  is  rebutted  by  the 
existence  of  Wheatcroft^  which  is  not  shown  not  to  be  suf- 
£cient  to  answer  the  charge  in  question. 

I  dismiss  this  Bill  with  costs,  on  the  express  ground  that 
the  Plaintiffs  are  already  in  possession  of  the  property 
which  is  really  subject  to  this  charge. 


Uanih  2ii4i 
Parties -^Mvl- 


WEST  MIDLAND  RAILWAY  COMPANY  v.  NIXON. 


Vendor  and     X  HIS  case  came  on  upon  demurrer,  the  facts  stated  in 


Purehaeer. 

Althoagh  a 
person  daim- 
ins  land  by 
title  para- 
mount is  not 
a  proper  Darty 
to  a  snit  tor 
specific  per- 
romancey  a 


the  BiU  being  as  follows  :— 

By  an  agreement  dated  the  21st  of  July,  1854,  Seymour 

Phillipa  A  Uen  agreed  to  grant  a  lease  of  minerab,  with 

certain   surface  rights,   to   Messrs  Niocon  ^  Co,  for  99 

years,  containing  a  proviso  which  reserved  to  the  lessors 

person  who,  by  an  interest  in  any  compensation  which  Messra  Nixon  ^  Co. 

virtna  of  an 

antecedent 

agreement  with 

the  vendor,  claims  to  be  interested  in  the  pnxchaae-money,  is  a  proper  party  to  a  soit  bv  toe 

purchaser  to  hays  tiie  right  to  the  pnrchase-money  ascertained,  and  for  specific  pertonn- 

ance  against  the  vendor. 

rotAer  y.  Small,  S  My.  &  Cr.  6S,  distinguished. 
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might  obtain  from  any  company  which  should  proceed         1863. 
with  a  certain  projected  railway  over  the  land.  Wxn  Mid- 

ULND    RiJL- 

In  1857.  a  company  since  merged  in  the  Plaintiffs'  Com-  ▼^^Comfaht 
pany^  obtained  powers  to  construct  a  railway  over  the  land,        Nix^. 
as  to  which  some  doubt  existed  whether  it  came  within  the 
desmption  of  the  projected  railway  referred  to  in  the  lease. 

By  an  agreement  dated  the  25th  of  June,  IH57,  Seymour 
PhiUipa  Allen  agreed  to  sell  to  the  Company  such  land  as 
they  might  require  at  a  certain  price  per  acre. 

On  the  19th  of  November,  1861^  the.Company  entered 
into  an  agreement  with  Nixon  ^  Co,  for  the  purchase  of 
their  interest  in  the  lands  required  for  the  railway,  the 
compensation  to  be  fixed  by  arbitration.  This  agreement 
OHitained  a  proviso  that  the  compensation  was  not  to  be 
deemed  to  be  paid  in  respect  of  any  interest  which  Seymowr 
Phillips  Allen  might  lawfully  claim  to  have  in  the  said 
lands. 

Until  after  the  amount  of  compensation  to  Nixon  ^  Co. 
was  fixed  at  £12,560,  by  an  award  made  on  the  13th  of 
October,  1862,  Messra  Nixon  ^  Co.  had  concealed  firom 
the  Company  the  clause  as  to  compensation  contained  in 
thdr  leasa 

On  investigating  the  leasehold  title,  this  clause  was  disco- 
vered ;  and  the  title  was  accepted,  and  the  draft  conveyance 
by  Nixon  if  Co.  to  the  Company  settled,  subject  to  the  ques- 
tion arising  out  of  the  reservation  of  compensation  to  the 
lessors.  At  this  time  Seymour  PhiUipa  Allen  was  dead, 
and  the  reversion  had  descended  on  his  heir. 

In  reply  to  a  notice  served  by  the  Company  on  the  solicitors 
of  the  heir  and  also  of  the  executrix  of  Seym^mr  Phillipa 
AUen,  stating  that  the  purchase  of  Nixon  ^*  Co/s  interest 
would  be  completed,  and  the  compensation  paid  to  them 
unless  claimed  by  the  heir  or  executrix^  an  answer  was 

N  2 
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KixoN. 
SitUemeitt 


1 863.        sent,  to  the  effect  that  the  heir  (the  Defendant  H.  8,  AUen) 

Wb8t  Mid-     claimed  to  receive  the  whole  of  the  compensation*    The 

WAY  CowiutiT  c^tecutrix  also  claimed  to  have  some  interest  under  the 

compensation  clause  in  the  lease.     The  Company  having 

refused  to  complete  under  these  circumstances,  Nixon  ^  Co. 

threatened  proceedings  at  law. 

A  further  dispute  had  also  arisen  between  Nixon  ^  Co.  and 
the  Company,  as  to  the  amount  to  be  paid  for  interest  or  occu- 
pation rent  in  consequence  of  the  Company  having  taken 
possession  of  part  of  the  land  (without  the  formalities  re- 
quired by  the  Lands  Clauses  Act)  before  the  agreement 
for  the  purchase  of  Nixon  ^  Co.^a  interest  was  completed. 

This  Bill  was  filed  against  Messr&  Nixon  f  Co,  and  the 
heir  and  executrix  of  S.  P.  AUen,  praying  a  declaration 
what  parts  of  the  compensation  were  payable  to  the  De- 
fendants respectively ;  and  that»  on  payment  thereof  to  such 
Defendants,  Messrs.  Nixon  ^  Co.  might  be  ordered  to  exe- 
cute the  conveyance,  and  also  that  the  Plaintifis  might  be 
at  liberty  to  pay  into  court  (without  prejudice)  a  sum 
sufficient  to  secure  any  sums  ultra  the  amount  awarded 
which  might  be  found  to  be  payable  by  them  in  respect  of 
their  occupation ;  and  that  thereupon  the  Plainti£Es  might 
be  let  into  immediate  possession  of  the  whole  land  The 
Bill  also  prayed  an  injunction  against  Nixon  ^  Co,  to  re- 
strain proceedings  at  law,  and  that  the  costs  should  be  paid 
by  such  of  the  Defendants  as  the  Court  should  direct.  An 
affidavit  of  no  collusion  was  filed  with  the  Bill. 

To  this  Bill  the  heir  and  the  executrix  of  8,  P.  AUen 
put  in  a  joint  demurrer  for  want  of  equity  and  multi- 
fariousness. 


Arswumt         Mr.  Gijfcvrd,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kay,  for  the  demurrer : — 

On  a  Bill  by  a  purchaser  asking  specific  performance^ 
(as  this  does  against  Nixon  Jk  Co.,)  no  one  but  the  vendor 
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em  be  made  a  Defendant :  Mcie  ▼.  Smith  (a),  Taaker  ▼.  1868. 

SnuM  (6).    If  ihe  concuirenoe  of  any  one  else  is  required  wsir  Uiih- 

in  the  conveyanoe,  all  thai  the  purchaser  can  do  is  to  call  ^^coav^ 

upon  the  vendor  to  obtain  it.    The  reason  is  plain.    The  ^*' 

slianger  to  the  contract  cannot  enforce  it  against  the  pur-  

chaser ;  and  if  the  purchaser  could  make  him  a  Defendant,  *9^^  • 
|here  would  be  no  mutuality. . 

Further,  the  Bill  as  against  us  is  a  bill  of  interpleader  or 
nothing.  It  asks  nothing  against  us  but  interpleader  relief; 
and  is  accompanied  by  an  affidavit  of  no  collusion.  As 
an  interpleader  bill,  it  is  clearly  bad,  because  the  Plain- 
aSb  daim  an  interest  for  themselves,  and  for  other  reasons : 
Bigjujld  y.Audkmd  (c). 

As  to  the  executrix,  the  only  allegation  as  to  her  is,  that 
she  claims  an  interest  under  the  clause  in  the  lease,  which 
is  not  sufficient  to  save  a  demurrer,  where  the  other  facts 
stated  show  that  she  is  not  a  proper  party. 

Further,  the  Bill  is  multifmous ;  as  a  great  part  of  the 
relief  asked  as  to  the  occupation  dispute,  and  otherwise,  in 
no  way  concerns  us ;  and  we  ought  not  to  be  mixed  up 
with  it 

Mr.  Dcmid,  Q.C.,  Sir  H.  Cairns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Uemmdng^ 
for  the  Flaintiffit,  were  not  called  upon. 


Yicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : —  MuTeh  2nd. 

I  think  ni  this  case  I  must  overrule  the  demurrer.  Judgmwt. 
I  have  always  understood  the  rule  in  TcLsker  v.  8maU 
to  apply  to  a  person  who  claims  an  interest  paramount 
to  the  contract^  and  not  to  one  who  mixes  himself 
up  with  the  contract,  and  makes  himself  a  direct  party 
to  it  by  setting  up  a  claim  to  some  benefit  resulting 
from  it  As  the  case  is  stated  in  the  Bill,  the  lessor 
(a)  Jac  490.  (ft)  S  My.  &  Cr.  63.  (c)  11  Sim.  23. 
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1863.       of  the  property,  in  dealing  with  his  lessee,  did  not  in  ihe 

Wbst  Mid-    agreement  for  the  lease  reserve  all  the  mineral  rights^  or 

^"compInt  ^^ything  of  that  nature.     If  he  had  done  that,  simply  re- 

*•  serving  something  out  of  the  lease,  he  would  have  been 

entitled  to  insist  upon  his  rights  against  the  Flaintiffi,  and 

^^  *  the  FlaintifiEs  could  not  have  brought  him  before  the  Court 
on  a  Bill  like  this.  He  could  have  stood  on  his  indepen- 
dent rights.  But  instead  of  doing  that,  he  says  in  efifect, 
'*  I  do  not  reserve  to  myself  any  description  of  property  what- 
ever, but  I  reserve  to  myself  a  share  in  all  the  moneys  to  be 
derived  by  way  of  damages,  compensation,  or  the  like,  that 
you,  the  lessees,  may  obtain  from  a  railway  company."  By 
doing  that»  the  lessor  elected  to  mix  himself  up  with  the  sub* 
ject  matter  of  any  contract  which  might  be  made  between 
the  lessees  and  such  railway  company.  Then  the  lessor  is 
informed  that  the  compensation  is  about  to  be  paid  to  the 
lessee ;  and  he  does  not  say  that  the  lessee  had  been  bar- 
gaining without  authority  for  the  sale  of  anything  which 
was  reserved  out  of  the  lease,  but  he  adopts  the  bar- 
gain, and  claims  the  compensation  money.  A  claim  so 
made  is  entirely  di£Ferent  from  claiming  anything  paiu- 
mount  to  the  contract.  In  effect  it  is  an  adoption  of  the 
contract ;  and  he  is  brought  here,  not  because  specific  per- 
formance is  asked  against  him,  for  there  is  no  prayer  of 
that  kind  against  him,  but  because  he  claims  the  money 
payable  under  this  contract  which  has  been  entered  into 
with  the  lessees,  the  persons  who  had  been  authorised  to 
make  the  contract. 

The  Company  file  their  Bill,  stating  that  the  lessor  has 
given  notice  that  he  claims  the  whole  purchase-money ,  where- 
as the  vendor  says  that  he  is  entitled,  if  not  to  the  whole,  at 
least  to  a  part  of  it ;  and  they  add,  that  when  they  agreed 
to  purchase  they  were  ignorant  of  the  provisions  in  the 
lease.  In  that  state  of  things  the  case  appears  to  me  to  be 
just  that  which  is  hypothetically  put  by  Vice-Chancellor 


Nixon. 
Judgment 
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Turner  in  OhadwicA  ▼.  Maden  (a),  where,  on  a  bill  filed  1868. 
bj  a  Tendor  against  a  purchaser  and  a  person  for  whom  wxsr  Mid- 
the  purohas^  was  supposed  to  have  been  acting,  the  ^y  comf^utt 
Yioe-Cfaaiicellor  held  that  this  last  Defendant^  having  repu- 
diated any  interest  under  the  original  contract,  was  not 
a  proper  party^  but  added,  **  If  he  had  claimed  under  the 
contract  he  would  have  been  a  proper  party  to  the  suit'^ 
In  this  case  the  lessor  might  have  insisted  on  any  righta 
which  were  reserved  to  him  over  the  land,  and  have  dis- 
claimed any  interest  under  the  contract  of  his  lessee ;  but 
instead  of  an  interest  in  the  estate,  what  he  has  claimed  is 
an  interest  in  the  purchase-money.  That  demand  having 
been  put  forward,  I  do  not  see  how  it  could  be  determined 
without  bringing  before  the  Court  the  parties  who  gave 
notice  of  their  claims.  On  the  face  of  the  Bill,  no  one  ap- 
pears to  dispute  the  contract,  but  each  party  claims  the 
whole  of  the  money.  I  apprehend  it  is  quite  competent 
fiir  persons,  after  a  contract  has  been  entered  into,  to  set  up 
a  daim  to  the  purchase-money,  on  the  ground  of  some 
agreement  with  the  vendor ;  but  if  they  do  so  it  is  the  pro- 
per cotDBe  to  bring  them  before  the  Court  when  the  con- 
tract in  which  they  claim  an  interest  has  to  be  adjudicated 
upon.  No  doubt  it  will  be  competent  for  the  Defendants 
to  disclaim  at  the  hearing,  and  if  that  is  done  the  whole 
difficolly  will  be  removed;  but  in  the  meantime  it  seems  to 
me  that  they  adopt  the  contract  by  claiming  an  interest 
in  the  purohase-money,  a  drcimistance  which  takes  the 
case  out  of  the  rule  laid  down  in  Tasker  v.  Small.  I  must 
therefore  overrule  this  demurrer. 

(a)  9  Hare,  190. 
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^  OAKFOfiD  V.  EUROPEAN  &  AMERICAN  STEAM 
P^ef^Mkip-^  SHIPPING  COMPANY  (LIMITED). 

HetirmffPart-  rp 

JMT— 5iir«<y.  XHE  Defendants  were  a  Joint-Stock  Company^  consti- 


Where  a  mem.  tutod  under   the  Joint-Stock  Companies  Act  1856,   and 

which  is  on-  ^t  the  date  of  the  next  stated   agreement   the  Plaintiff 

S  wails'*'  ^'^  apartner  with  J.  R  CrosAey  and  /.  H.  Wdff,  in  the 

retireswithui  firm  of  Croskev  <fe   Co. 

indemnity,  the  ^ 

continuing 

partners  are  The  Company  agreed  with  the  General  Screw  Steam 

emyn^on^  Shipping  Ccmpcmy  for  the  purchase  of  eight  ships,  at  a 

MidlS^^  h  P"^  ^  ^^^^  amounting  to  ^6  :  12  :  6  per  share  on  all  the 

after  notioe  of  shares  in  the  General  Screw  Company,    wd  the  share- 

theredrinff  holders  in  the  latter  Company  had  the  option  offered  to 

SlS^^^i^  them  of  taking  jfiS  :  12  :  6  per  share  on  the  amount  of 

(on  the  princi-  their  shares  in  cash,  or  if  they  should  assent  to  take  pay- 

nle  or  \,ftuui6tt  

T.  Puihoier)  ment  in  shares  of  the  European  omd  American  Company^ 
wm  n^bsez^  ^^^^  to  ^^®  payment  at  the  rate  of  £9  of  new  shares  for 
^*°todiidi"  ^^^T  share  held  by  them  in  the  General  Screw.  The 
him  fitom  the  difference  between  the  cash  payment  of  £6  :  12  :  6  and  the 
reMonofacUof  share  payment  of  £9  was  the  bonus  of  ^2  : 7  :6,  hereinafter 
^♦^,2;^  referred  to. 

i!e^°(^i^eir        ^^  ^®  ^^  of  April,  1857,  an  agreement  was  entered 

authority  in      JqIq  between  the  Defendant  Company  and  the  firm  of 

carrymg  out  ^     '^ 

the  contract.      Croskey  Jk  Co.,  who  had  already  been  acting  on  behalf  of 

mSoSmSw  the  Company.  This  agreement  recited  that  the  Company  had 

such  a  contract  purchased  the  eight  ships,  and  had  agreed  with  Croskey  is 

aUa  gaye  the     Co.  to  undertake  the  management  of  the  vessels  on  the  terms 

^^inting^  therein  set  forth ;  and  it  was  agreed,  among  other  stipu- 

an  arbitrator      lations,  as  foUows  :— 
m  case  of  dis- 

tore^into  an  1-  *'  That  such  sums  as  the  directors  may  think  fit  shall  be 

•f?J^^*  ^y     laid  out  and  expended  on  the  said  ships,  so  as  to  make 

waiyed  a  yery  the  same  fit  for  the  purposes  of  tlie  undertaking ;  after 
doubtfiil  point 

of  construction  on  the  original  contract,  and  referred  differences  to  arbitrators,  one  of  whom 
was  selected  by  themseWes  instead  of  by  the  firm  as  constituted  at  the  date  of  the  contract: 
'^HtUI,  that  this  was  not  such  a  yariation  of  (he  original  contract  as  to  discharge  the 
retired  partner. 
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which  an  acoonnt  ahall  be  nciade  up,   ineluding  ihe^  first 
cost  of  the  Tesseb  and  the  cost  of  their  first  repair  and 
eqnipmenty  and  the  cost  of  taking  them  to  the  port  of    eu^^pban 
their  first  outward  destination,  which  shall  be  considered  as   ^>^  ^^"^'' 

CAK  STBAK 

the  capital  aooounC  SHippnto 

COMFANT 

2 — 11.  These  clauses  provided  for  the  management  of     ^  ^ 

the  ships  by  Croskey  &  Co^  who  were  to  receive  the  earn- 
ings and  provide  for  the  expenses,  and  to  render  accounts 
of  their  outlay  and  receipts. 

12.  This  clause  provided  for  the  remuneration  of  Croske^ 
f  Co.  as  follows : — ^Out  of  the  earnings  of  the  ships  was  to 
be  deducted,  firsts  working  and  other  specified  expenses,  costs 
of  repairs,  a  sum  of  £1000  per  annum  for  a  boiler  fimd  for 
each  ship,  insurance  expenses,  "  together  with  the  sum  of 
£5  per  cent  per  annum  on  the  capital,  to  be  ascertained  as 
aforesaid,  less  the  boiler  fund  to  be  set  aside  as  a  deprecia- 
tion fund ;  and  in  case  the  balance  of  the  said  earnings 
shall  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  said  Company  a  dividend 
after  the  rate  of  £6  per  cent  on  the  amount  of  capital 
embarked,  to  be  ascertained  as  aforesaid,"    then  Messrs. 
Croskey  were  not  to  receive  any  payment  out  of  the  earn- 
ings, except  an  allowance  of  £500  a  year  for  offices  and 
clerks^    and   the  brokerage  on   insurances;  ''but  if  the 
balance  of  such  earnings,  after  such  deductions  as  aforesaid, 
shall  be  more  than  sufficient  to  pay  the  said  Company  a 
dividend  after  the  rate  of  £Q  per  cent  on  the  said  capital^'' 
then  the  said  Company  were  to  pay  or  allow  to  Croskey 
^  Co.  one  moiety  of  the  excess  in  each  year^  provided  that 
in  such  calculation  no  deduction  should  be  made  for  the 
said  allowance  of  £500  a  year,  nor  on  account  of  certain 
expenses  of  management  which  were  to  be  borne  and  paid 
by  the  Company. 

13.  This  clause  provided  that  Croakey  Jb  Co.  were  to 
make  all  repairs  which  the  directors  should  consider 
necessary. 
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14  This  dauae  proyided  that  the  agreemeDt  should  con- 
tinue in  force  for  three  yean  from  the  date,  and  for  such 
further  time  as  the  net  profits  should  admit  of  a  dividend 
of  ^6  per  cent,  calculated  as  aforesaid,  being  paid  to  the 
shareholders :  and  power  was  given  to  either  party  to  deter- 
mine the  agreement  on  six  months  notice  after  the  1st  of 
June,  1858 ;  but  if  the  notice  should  be  given  by  the  Com- 
pany while  the  £6  per  cent,  dividend  should  be  divisible, 
Croskey  &  Co.  were  to  be  paid  a  commission  of  £6  per 
cent,  on  the  gross  earnings  of  the  year  preceding  the  deter- 
mination of  the  agreement 

15.  This  clause  provided,  that,  in  the  event  of  a  determi- 
nation by  the  Company  before  the  expiration  of  three  years, 
when  the  dividend  should  be  less  than  ^6  per  cent,  it  was 
to  be  one  of  the  subjects  of  reference  under  the  agreement, 
whether  Croakey  is  Co.  were  entitled  to  any  and  what 
compensation. 

16, 17.  These  clauses  provided  for  the  event  of  an  increase 
of  capital  and  the  purchase  of  additional  ships,  and  also 
for  the  loss  of  ships  and  the  receipt  of  insurance  money* 
and  for  the  event  of  a  bankruptcy  of  Croskey  ^  Co. 

18.  This  clause  saved  Croskey  ^  Co.  from  liability  for 
any  deviation  from  the  agreement  sanctioned  by  the  direc- 
tors, and  excluded  the  existence  of  a  partnership ;  and  further 
provided  that  every  difference  should  be  referred  to  arbitra- 
tors, one  to  be  chosen  by  the  Company,  a  second  by  Croskey 
^  Co.,  their  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  and  the 
third  by  the  two  persons  so  chosen. 

On  the  22nd  April,  1857«  a  report,  which  had  previously 
been  approved  by  Mr.  /.  R.  Croskey^  was  presented  at  a 
meeting  of  the  Company,  which,  after  setting  out  an  ex- 
penditure amounting  to  <f  403,380  :  7  :  7,  stated  that 
£227,661  :  10 : 0  was  provided  by  the  transfer  and  purchase 
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of  S4,364  Bfaares  in  the  old  Company,  leaving  ^175,719 
to  be  raised  in  caah,  '^  to  wbich/'  the  report  prooeeded, 
"  must  be  added  the  sum  of  £81,614  :  10 : 0  represented  by 
the  bonus  of  £2  :  7  :  6  on  the  34,864  assentient  shares, 
making  the  capital  amount  to  j?484^994  :  7  :  7,  to  the 
whole  of  which,  under  the  agreement  with  Messrs.  Croahey 
A  Co.  the  preferential  dividend  of  ^6  per  cent,  applies." 
.  •  **  The  terms  of  the  agreement  with  Messrs.  Croekey 
^  Co.  having  been  modified,  so  as  to  make  the  preferential 
dividend  of  £6  per  cent,  in  favour  of  the  shareholders 
extend  to  the  additional  capital,  your  directors  feel  that^ 
in  the  interests  of  the  Company,  they  have  adopted  the 
ygis^  and  safest  course.'' 

The  Plaintiff  personally  took  no  part  in  the  approval  of 
this  report 

On  the  11th  of  July,  1857,  the  Plaintiff  retired  from  the 
firm  of  Croskey  &  Co.^  and  ceded  all  his  interest  in  the 
agreement  to  the  continuing  partners,  who  covenanted  to 
indemnify  him  against  all  liabilities  in  respect  of  it. 

Dififerences  subsequently  arose  between  Croskey  Sf  Co. 
and  the  Company,  as  to  the  accounts,  the  main  dispute 
b^g,  whether  the  bonus  of  £S  :  7  :  6  was  to  be  included 
in  the  capital  on  which  the  £6  per  cent  dividend  was  first 
to  be  paid.  These  disputes  were  settled  by  a  memorandum 
made  by  a  joint  committee  on  the  7th  of  September,  1858, 
whidi  provided  that  the  bonus  was  to  be  included  in  the 
capital ;  that  the  principle  of  certain  accounts  rendered  by 
Croskey  ^  Co.  was  to  be  admitted ;  that  certain  other  dif- 
ferences were  to  be  submitted  to  Mr.  Brown,  as  arbitrator 
for  the  Company,  and  Mr.  Jay,  for  Croskey  <fc  Co.,  who 
were  to  select  an  umpire,  as  provided  in  the  agreement; 
and  farther,  that  the  agreement  between  the  Company  and 
Croskey  <k  Co.,  was  to  be  reconsidered,  with  a  view  to 
prevent  the  occurrence  of  differences. 
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1868.  The  memorandum  was  adopted  by  the  Board  of  the 

Oaxfobd      Company,  and  carried  out  by  an  agreement  between  the 
EoxJpBAH     Company  and  Chroekey  is  Co.^  dated  the  Slst  of  September, 
^^  ^^^~    ^^^^     -"-^^  agreement  recited,  that^  since  the  agreement 
Shifpino      of  the  8tli  of  April,  1857>  the  Plaintiff  had  retired  from 
(LDam).     ^®  ^"^>  ^^^  ceded  his  interest  in  the  agreement  to  the 
continuing  partners;  and  also  recited  differences  in  respect 
of  the  accounts  rendered  up  to  the  1st  of  June  last,  and  that 
an  arrangement  had  been  come  to  on  the  7th  of  Sep- 
tember last,  ''for  the  settlement  thereof  by  arbitration,'' 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  the  agreement  of  the  8th  of 
April,  1857»  and  stipulated,  among  other  things,  to  the 
following  effect  :-— 

1.  That  the  memorandum  of  September,  1868,  should 
be  recognised  as  binding. 

2.  That  the  disputes  as  to  the  accounts  should  be  referred, 
subject  to  the  stipulations  contained  in  the  memorandum,  to 
the  arbitrators  named  therein. 

3.  That  nothing  therein  contained  diould  affect  the 
arbitration  dause  of  the  agreement  of  the  8th  of  April, 
1857,  for  reference  of  any  differences  other  than  those  now 
referred. 

On  the  26th  of  November,  1858,  the  Company  gave 
notice  to  terminate  the  agreement  of  the  8th  of  April, 
1857,  on  the  1st  of  June,  1859. 

On  the  6th  of  April,  1859,  the  Company  was  ordered  to 
be  wound  up  by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 

On  the  27th  of  January,  1840,  by  an  order  of  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas,  CTOshey  is  Co.  were  aUowed  to  revoke 
the  submission  of  the  21st  of  September,  1858,  by  reason 
of  an  irregularity  in  the  appointment  of  an  umpire. 

On  the  10th  of  February,  1860,  an  action  was  com- 
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menoed  on  the  part  of  the  Company  agamst  CroBhey, 
WcXff,  and  the  Plaiotifl^  was  subsequently  restrained  by 
injunction  on  a  Bill  filed  by  Croakey  f  Wolff  against  the 
Company  (a),  on  which  an  account  was  subsequently 
decreed. 

The  present  Bill  had  been  filed  at  the  same  time  by 
Oakford,  and  charged  that  the  Plaintiff;  after  his  retire 
ment,  was  a  mere  surety  for  the  performance  of  the  agree- 
ment of  the  8th  of  April,  1857 ;  and  that,  by  the  subse- 
quent acts  of  the  Company,  he  was  discharged  from  all 
liability. 

The  prayer  was  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  action 
or  any  proceedings  against  the  Plaintiff  under  the  agree- 
ment of  the  8th  of  April,  1857. 

The  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  ;  a  motion  for  in- 
junction having  been  previously  ordered  to  stand  over  to 
the  Hearing. 
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Sir   H.   Oaims,    Q,C.,   and    Mr.  Swandon,  for  the     Aryiment. 
Plaintiff:— 

It  is  settled  law,  that,  when  a  partner  retires  from  a  firm 
and  takes  a  covenant  of  indemnity,  his  liability  for  the  en- 
gagements of  the  firm  becomes  that  of  a  surety  only ;  and 
any  dealing,  after  notice  of  the  retirement^  by  a  creditor  of 
the  firm  with  the  continuing  partners^  which  would  release 
an  ordinary  surety,  will  release  the  retired  partner;  Evans 
V.  Drummond  (6),  Hart  v.  Alexander  (c),  Odkdey  v. 
Pashetlw^d). 

That  the  Company  in  this  case  had  notice  of  the  re- 
tirement before  the  agreement  by  which  they  modified  the 

(a)  IJ.  &  H.  108.  (c)  7  Car.&P.74C;  S.  C.2  M. 

(P)  4  Esp.  S9.  k  W.  484. 

(<0  4  a.  ft  F.  207;  10  Bligh,  £48. 
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original  contract  is  undeniable,  the  &jci  being  recited  in 
the  agreement  itself;  and  the  only  question  is  whether 
there  has  been  such  a  modification  of  the  original  contract 
as  would  discharge  an  ordinary  surety. 

Not  to  mention  other  variations,  there  are  two  provi- 
sions in  the  agreement  of  September,  1858,  which  en- 
tirely alter  the  position  of  the  contracting  partiea  One 
of  these  is  the  admission  of  the  bonus  as  part  of  the  capital, 
which  had  always  been  resisted  by  Croskey  Jk  Co.  before 
the  retirement  of  the  Flainti£^  and  was  no  part  of  the 
contract  as  properly  construed  The  other,  was  the  appoint- 
ment of  an  arbitrator,  not  by  the  three  partners  as  provided 
by  the  original  contract^  but  by  the  two  continuing  partners 
alone.  Moreover,  there  is  the  express  bargain  that  the 
contract  should  be  remodelled. 

Each  of  these  variations  amounts  to  the  substitution  of 
a  new  contract,  and  therefore  discharges  the  surety : 
Oardner  v.  WdUA  (a),  WhUcher  v.  HaU  (6),  Bana^  v. 
M'Donald  (c),  Oeneral  Steam,  Navigation  Company  v. 
RoU  (d),  Daviea  v.  Stainhani  («),  SmaU  v.  Currie  (/), 
Podey  V.  Harradmie  (g). 


Mr.  DonteJ,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cotton,  for  the  Defendants  :— 

The  only  notice  we  had  was  that  the  Plaintiff  had  retir- 
ed. We  did  not  know  that  he  had  been  indemnified,  and 
it  might  be  that  this  particular  continuing  contract  was 
carried  on  by  the  other  partners  as  agents  for  themselves 
and  the  Plaintiff;  and  this,  in  the  absence  of  further  in- 
formation, is  the  legitimate  effect  of  a  retirement  pending 
a  continuing  contract^  as  to  which  the  inferences  of  law 


(a)  24L.  J.,Q.B.,285. 
(6)  5  B.  &  C.  269. 

(c)  3H.L.Ca8.226,239. 

(d)  6  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  650. 


(0  6  D.  M.  G.  679. 
(/)  6  D.  M.  G.  141. 
(g)  7  £U.  &  B.  431. 
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are  very  difi&rent  from  what  they  would  be  in  the  case  of 
liabilities  which  arose  without  any  such  continuing  con- 
tract. 

The  authority  of  Evans  v.  Drummond  is  entirely  disr 
posed  of  by  Bedford  v.  Deakin  (a) ;  and  Oakeley  v. 
PaduUer  was  a  very  different  case  from  this.  It  is  clear 
that  no  transaction  between  the  partners  can  affect  a 
creditor,  except  to  the  extent  to  which  he  has  notice ;  and 
we  had  no  notice  of  the  indemnity  which  made  the  Plain- 
tiff, as  he  saysy  a  surety.  But  the  contract,  in  fact^  has  not 
been  varied.  The  stipulation  that  it  should  be  remodelled 
ihs  not  acted  upon.  The  arrangement  as  to  the  bonus 
was  merely  a  submission  by  the  continuing  partners  to  the 
true  construction  of  the  original  contract;  and  the  settle- 
ment of  matters  of  account  was  clearly  a  proceeding  under 
and  not  in  modification  of  the  original  agreement  The 
arbitration  has  fallen  through,  and  is  clearly  no  hurt  to 
the  Plaintiff;  and  if  it  were,  it  must  be  within  the  functions 
of  the  partners  who  have  retained  their  interest  and  ac- 
quired that  of  the  retiring  member  of  the  firm  to  appoint 
an  arbitrator  under  the  clause  in  the  agreement  of  1857, 
just  as  it  would  fall  on  them  to  carry  out  all  the  other 
details  of  the  contract 

Even  if  the  Plaintiff  were  a  surety,  there  has  been 
nothing  done  to  discharge  him,  and  a  fortiori  this  is  so  when 
he  is  a  retiring  partner,  who  was  originally  a  principal  con- 
tracting party,  and  who  by  his  retirement  constituted  his 
partners  his  agents  for  carrying  the  contract  into  effect 

Sir  Hugh  Caima  in  reply. — ^We  have  not  contended 
that  mere  retirement  makes  a  partaer  a  surety,  but 
OaJcdey  v.  PasheUer  has  settled  that  retirement  on  a  cove- 
nant of  indemnity  does  so.  That  being  so,  notice  of  the 
xetirement  is  notice  of  the  terms  of  it,  and,  among  other 

(a)  2  B.  &  Aid.  210. 
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stipnlatiofis,  of  the  covenant  for  indemnity.  It  was  for 
the  Company,  knowing  that  the  Plaintiff  had  retired,  to 
ascertain  how  far  the  terms  of  the  retirement  might  affect 
their  position ;  and  if  they  did  not  choose  to  do  so,  they  are 
bound  by  the  consequences  of  their  neglect  In  £act,  the 
notice  proved  here  is  fully  as  eJLtensive  as  that  which  was 
held  sufficient  in  Oakeley  v.  PasheUer. 

Then  as  to  the  variation  in  the  oontraci  If  the  addi- 
tion of  the  bonus  to  the  contract  was  not  a  variation,  why 
were  Croskey  ^  Co.  required  to  assent  to  it  by  a  new 
agreement  The  report  which  they  rely  on  to  show  the 
construction  of  the  original  agreement  is  a  mere  mattiBr 
between  the  directors  and  the  Company;  and  singularly 
enough,  the  report  itself  describes  the  allowance  of  the 
bonus  as  capital  as  a  modification  of  the  contract 

Then,  again,  as  to  the  arbitration.  A  clause  directing 
that  A.,  B.,  and  C.  shall  appoint  an  arbitrator,  is  not  satisfied 
by  a  reference  under  which  the  appointment  is  made  by 
B.  and  C. ;  and  this  is  another  variation  sufficient  to  dis- 
charge the  surety. 

Mr.  Bolt,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E,  F.  Smith, 
for  the  Defendant  Croakey^  took  no  part  in  the  argu- 
ment 


JudgmenL        ViCE  ChANCELLOB  SiB  W.  TaOE  WOOD  :— 

In  order  to  sustain  the  Plaintiff's  contention,  it  would  be 
necessary  to  give  a  very  large  eztjcnsion  to  the  doctrine  of 
Oakeley  v.  PaahMer.  That  case  determined  that  where 
a  creditor  had  two  joint  principal  debtors,  and  was  enti- 
tled, if  he  found  it  convenient,  to  give  time  to  the  one  and 
to  press  the  other,  an  agreement  between  the  debtoni 
might  so  affect  him  as  to  deprive  him  of  that  right  That 
was  a  strong  decision*  and  it  went  upon  the  footing  that 
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the  creditor  having  notice  of  the  agreement  was  bound  to 
r^aid  it    The  circamstancee  of  the  present  case,  how- 
ever,  do  not   admit  of  any  comparison 
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lluree  persons,  members  of  a  firm,  bind  themselves 
by  a  contract^  which  is  to  run  over  a  period  of  three 
yearsL  Before  the  date  of  this  agreement  there  had 
been  open  accounts  between  the  firm  and  the  other 
partial  to  the  contract.  After  a  year,  one  of  the  partners 
retires,  and  takes  a  covenant  of  indemnity  from  the  con- 
tinuing partners,  by  whom  the  business  is  carried  on. 
What  was  the  effect  of  this?  It  is  dear  that  the  con- 
tinuing partners  were  bound  to  go  on  with  the  performance 
of  the  contract,  and  that  the  partnership  qui  that  par- 
ticular contract  was  still  subsisting.  What  then  was  the 
effisct  of  the  retirement  ?  Only  this,  that  the  retiring  partner 
in  substance  constituted  the  continuing  partners  his  agents 
for  all  the  legitimate  purposes  of  the  contract^  under  which 
they  were  all  liable  for  the  residue  of  the  term  during 
which  it  was  to  remain  in  operation.  That  being  so,  the 
retiring  partner  is  bound  by  every  act  done  under  the  con- 
tract in  conformity  with  it  This  subsisting  contract  was  in 
bet  a  distinct  matter  by  itself,  and  none  of  the  authorities 
cited,  except  Oakdey  v.  PaaheUer,  have  any  bearing  upon 
the  point.  All  those  cases  turned  upon  the  adoption  of 
anew  debtor  in  place  of  the  firm  originally  liable,  whereas 
here  the  only  question  is  whether  any  new  contract  was  in 
&ct  entered  into  by  the  two  continumg  partners  after  the 
Company  had  had  notice  of  the  retirement  of  the  third  from 
the  partnership  generally,  although,  as  I  have  said,  it  was 
not  in  his  power  to  withdraw  from  the  continuing  contract. 

What  took  place  was  this :  Disputes  having  arisen  as  U\ 
the  effect  of  the  contract  between  the  Company  and  the  three 
original  partners,  an  agreement  was  executed  for  the  purpose 
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of  adjusting  the  difference.  This  document  lecited  that 
Odhfard  had  retired  from  the  partnership  and  ceded  aU  his 
interest  in  the  contract  to  Croshey  if  Wolffs  and  then 
recited  that  an  agreement  had  been  come  to  for  settling 
certain  differences  by  arbitration  pursuant  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  contract  of  the  8th  of  April,  1857.  This 
agreement  went  on  to  provide  that  Croshey  ^  Co.  should 
consent  to  the  bonus  being  included  in  the  capital,  that  the 
principle  of  their  accounts  should  be  admitted,  and  that  on 
this  footing  all  remaining  differences  should  be  submitted 
to  certain  arbitrators  named  by  the  Company  and  the  then 
firm  of  Oroakey  S  Co,  It  is  clear  that  the  arrangement 
was  not  meant  as  a  new  agreement^  but  as  a  record  of  the 
consent  of  Croshey  A  Co.  to  the  Company's  view  of  the 
original  contract  on  the  disputed  question  as  to  the  addi- 
tion of  the  bonus  to  the  capital  bearing  the  preferential 
dividend  of  £6  per  cent.,  and  also  as  a  reference  under 
the  original  contract  I  was  at  first  struck  with  the  argu- 
ment that  the  adoption  of  the  term  as  to  the  bonus  was  a 
new  engagement  on  the  part  of  the  contractors ;  but  when 
I  find  that  the  Company  throughout  insisted  on  this  con- 
struction of  the  original  contract,  and  that  Croshey  ^  Co., 
who  had  disputed  it,  ultimately  agreed  by  this  memoran- 
dum that  the  contract  should  be  read  in  the  sense  which 
the  Company  put  upon  it»  it  would  be  carrying  the  doctrine 
of  Oakdey  v.  PashMer  very  fiar  to  hold  that  such  a  con- 
cession of  a  disputed  point  of  construction  with  a  view  to 
avoid  litigation  amounted  to  a  variation  of  the  contract^ 
which  could  not  be  made  after  the  retirement  of  one  of 
the  members  of  the  firm.  Suppose  that  upon  some  trifling 
dispute  between  the  continuing  partners  and  the  Company 
one  party  were  to  say,  "  We  agree  to  take  it  that  you  are 
right  and  we  are  wrong/'  am  I  to  hold  that  the  retired 
partner  would  ipso  facto  be  discharged  because  a  point  in 
dispute  had  thus  been  settled,  it  might  be  in  his  &vour7 
But  in  truth,  when  the  facts  are  examined,  they  do  not 
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ereft  laiae  this  point ;  for  I  thbk  that  the  chairman  of  the 
Compaiij  waa  right  in  his  view  of  the  ooAtraet,  and  that 
there  was  no  conceaaion  at  alL  He  has  awom  that  the 
intention  was  that  the  bonus  should  be  added  to  the  csapital ; 
and  the  report  of  the  22od  of  April»  1857,  to  which  he 
reiais  to  assist  his  memory,  strongly  confirms  this  view. 
The  principle  of  the  agreement  was,  that  the  preferential 
diyidend  abould  be  paid  on  the  capital  to  be  expended  by 
the  directon^  including  the  first  cost  of  the  ships.  But 
these  ships  were  acquired  by  an  arrangement  with  the  old 
Company,  and  the  bonus  was  in  substance  part  of  the  cost- 
Accordingly,  in  the  report  referred  to  by  Mr.  Crawford  as 
having  received  the  assent  of  Mr.  Croskey,  it  is  ex- 
pressly stated  that  the  preferential  dividend  applies  to  the 
bonus  no  less  than  to  the  other  outlay.  The  next  clause, 
it  is  true,  speaks  of  the  agreement  having  been  modified  so 
as  to  make  the  preferential  dividend  extend  to  the  addi- 
tional capital ;  but  taking  the  w)xole  report  together  it  i^ 
obvious  that  this  sentence  pointed  to  modification3  intro- 
duced pending  the  treaty  before  any  agreement  was  con- 
cluded, and  there  is  no  trace  of  any  subsequent  modifica- 
tions having  been  made  before  the  date  of  the  report. 
I  am  of  opii^on,  therefore,  that  when  all  the  facts  are 
r^arded,  this  additional  sum  does  properly  come  within 
the  designation  of  the  first  cost  of  the  vessels. 

Even,  therefore,  if  OaJcdey  v.  PaaheUer  could  be  strained 
so  £Eur  a9  to  say,  that  after  noticfd  of  a  retirement  the 
remaining  partners  cannot  waive  any  point  in  dispute  on  a 
continuing  contract  of  this  kind  without  the  retiring 
partner  being  released,  I  should  still  be  of  opinion  that 
nothing  has  been  waived  which  could  have  been  maintained 
widi  success. 

Another  point  was  made  as  to  the  arbitration,  and  it  was 

said,  that  the  selection  of  an  arbitrator  by  the  continuing 

partners  alone   was  a  departure  firom  the  terms  of  the 
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original  contract,  fiat  tluB  arbitration  was  only  a  mode 
of  giving  e£fect  to  the  terms  of  the  original  contract,  which 
it  was  quite  proper  for  the  continuing  partners  to  adopt; 
and  without  saying  that  they  were  bound  to  refer  any 
question,  they  were  clearly  dischargmg  their  duty  properly 
in  doing  so. 

When  two  persons  are  of  necessity  left  to  work  out  a 
contract  on  which  another  is  jointly  liable  with  them,  can 
it  be  said  that  the  whole  contract  becomes  void  against  the 
third  partner,  because  those  who  are  left  to  act  in  the 
business  do,  by  referring  a  dispute,  act  in  the  very  way 
prescribed  by  the  original  contract  7  It  is  clear  that  the 
retiring  partner  roust  be  taken  to  have  handed  over  to  them, 
as  his  agents  for  carrying  out  the  contract,  the  power  of 
appointing  an  arbitrator  in  case  of  a  difference  arising. 

The  agreement  of  the  21st  of  September  is  said  to  have 
fettered  the  arbitrators  in  a  manner  not  in  accordance  with 
the  original  contract ;  and  it  amounts  no  doubt  to  this, 
that  the  arbitrators  would  be  bound  to  adopt  the  concession 
(if  concession  it  was)  on  the  subject  of  the  bonus ;  and  also 
the  concession  on  the  part  of  the  Company  as  to  admitting 
the  principle  of  Messrs.  Croskey  9f  Oo.*8  accounts. 

The  result^  however,  is,  that  the  so-called  variation  is 
nothing  more  than  an  agreement  in  pursuance  of  the 
original  contract  by  which  Oak/ord  is  bound.  I  cannot 
push  the  doctrine  of  Oakeley  v.  Pasheller  to  such  a  length 
as  to  relieve  the  Plaintiff  under  such  circumstances ;  and 
the  Bill  must  therefore  be  dismissed  with  costa 
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SIMPSON  V.  FOQO. 

X  HIS  case,  reported  on  demurrer,  I  J.  &  H.  18,  now  came      r.^^'^ 
on  upon  motion  for  decrea  Foreign  Jm/g- 

By  an  indenture  dated  September  26th,  1854,  Messrs.  J^^"^ 

Kliifigendery  carrying  on  business  at  Liverpool,  and  then  — Comt^r  ^ 

the  aole  owners  of  the  British  ship  Warbler,  which  was  ^  BWiaA  ihip 

duly  r^^tered  at  the  port  of  Liverpool  in  their  name^  ZI^J^^e^^ 

mortgaged  the  ship  (then  at  sea)  and  all  freight  on  any  land,  and  re- 

noftindd  in  th6 
present   or  future  voyage,  to  a  trustee  for  the  Bank  of  posaoMionof 

Liverpool,  for  a  balance  then  due  to  the  Bank,  and  for  *^ho"  ftSSrfi 

future  advances.    This  mortgage  was  duly  registered  at  ^°!  ^•^  *Th  ** 

Liverpool  on  the  2nd  October,  1854.     On  December  4th,  ih«  wat'at- 

1857,  the  mortgagors  stopped  payment  The  ship  was  then  tizea  of  IomoT 

on  a  voyage  to  New  Orleans,  where  she  arrived  about  the  ^/^^^^^^ 

21st  of  December,  1857,  then  being  in  charge  of  the  master  gagorjn  an  to- 

and  crew  put  in  by  Messrs.  Klvngender.  menoad  for  tha 

recorary  of  hia 

On  January  6th,  1858,  Messrs.  Hughes  cfe  Co.,  citizens  ^•*',I^.^'°? 
of  Louisiana,  and  creditors  of  Messrs.  Klvngender,  who  ram.  Tba 
commenced  an  action  in  the  Fourth  District  Court  of  tormad^niha 
Few  Orleans  against  Messrs.  Klingender  for  the  recovery  JJ^Sd^poMaa- 
of  their  debt,  applied  for,  and  obtained  trom  the  said  Court  "j?"^^^^  *^1^. 
upon  the  affidavit  and  bond  required  by  the  law  of  Louis-  CoartofZovM- 
iana,  a  writ  of  attachment  dated  January  6th,  1858,  dU  ^"SS^t*^ 
rected  to  the  sheriff  of  the  parish  of  Orleans,  and  command-  ^^^^  ^^^ 
inghim  to  seize  and  attach  according  to  law  and  take  into  lawof^fi^f/aiuf, 
his  possession  the  goods,  chattels,  and  effects  of  the  Defen-  raaion  °on^a 

face  of  tha 
jadgmaDt,  that  tha  Um  of  Louiiiafta  did  not  reoognlsa  traosfart  of  propartj  In  chattels  without 


dalivary  of  poMestion,  that  to  admit  tha  claim  would  ba  priyndicial  to  thadtiianiof  Louinana, 
aad  thi^  tha  oomltj  of  oationa  did  not  extend  to  tha  casa.  The  ihip  was  than  lold,  under  a  writ 
in  tba  nature  of  a  fi.  fa.  in  tha  action,  to  tha  Defendant  in  thii  oause,  and  the  procaedi  wera 


applied  in  fiivour  of  the  oreditora  to  the  ezolauon  of  the  mortjcacee.  The  ihip  having  beau 
hrought  to  Englamd,  the  mortgagee,  whoee  debt  was  admitted  to  exceed  the  value  of  the  ship, 
ftlad  hia  Bill  to  eaublish  his  elaim. 

HM,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  JUwttuma  was  examinable  for  error  on  the  faoa  o^ 
it  hj  reason  of  its  disregard  of  the  comity  of  nations,  and  that  the  mortgagee  was  entitled  to 
dieahip. 

Heid  alao,  that  the  judgment  was  of  the  nature  of  a  judgment  inter  partea  as  regarded  th< 
intervener;  bnt 

SmUty  that  a  foreign  judgment  even  in  rem  maj  be  examined  and  disregarded,  if  it  appears 
on  the  hc%  of  it  to  have  been  founded  on  a  perverse  disregard  of  English  law  in  a  case  pro- 
fsrlj  subject  to  that  law  bj  the  oomitj  of  oationa. 


196 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1862. 
Siifpsov 

V, 

Foao. 
Statement 


dants  in  the  action,  if  any^  in  the  said  parish,  to  an  amount 
8u£Scient  to  dischai^  the  Plaintiflb'  debt  and  coBt& 

On  the  same  day  the  sheriff  seized  the  Warbler,  and 
served  a  copy  of  a  notice  of  seizure,  addressed  to  the  cap- 
tain and  owners,  upon  the  master  of  the  ship. 

On  the  following  day  Hughes  A  Oo.  filed  a  petition  in 
the  said  action,  stating  their  debt  at  14,520  dollars,  and 
prayed  that  the  Defendants  mi^ht  be  cited  and  condemned 
to  pay  the  amount^  and  that  in  consideration  of  the  said 
affidavit  and  bond  the  attachment  issued  as  aforessdd 
might  be  sustained  and  supported  for  a  privilege  on  the  pro- 
perty attached. 

On  January  11th  an  order  was  made  by  the  said  Court 
that  a  writ  of  attachment  should  issue  in  the  cause,  the 
Plainti£&  therein  giving  bond  with  good  and  solvent  secu- 
rity according  to  law.  On  the  same  day  Messrs.  Hughes  f" 
Co.  executed  a  bond  in  the  said  action  to  Messrs.  EUmr 
gender  in  the  sum  of  24,000  dollars,  to  secure  all  damages 
which  might  be  recovered  against  them  in  case  the  at- 
tachment shoidd  prove  to  have  been  wrongfully  obtained ; 
and  a  second  writ  of  attachment  thereupon  issued,  under 
which  the  sheriff  levied  on  the  ship  already  in  his  posses- 
sion under  the  writ  of  January  6th. 

By  the  law  of  Louisiamja  any  person  claiming  an  interest 
in  property  seized  under  any  legal  process  is  at  liberty  to 
intervene  in  the  suit  in  which  the  vnrit  has  issued ;  and  it 
appeared  from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Bradford,  a  New 
Orleans  advocate,  that  in  the  absence  of  any  intervention 
by  a  third  party  in  a  suit  of  this  description,  any  rights  he 
might  have  would  be  unaffected  by  the  proceedings  therein  ; 
but  that  if  he  intervened,  his  rights  would  be  adjudicated 
upon,  and  he  would  (according  to  the  law  of  Louisiana)  be 
as  completely  bound  as  if  he  had  voluntarily  commenced 
the  suit  as  Haintiff.    Mr.  Bradford  also  stated  in  effect^ 
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thai^  by  the  law  of  lAy^MMma^  persons  in  poflsesBion  of  a  ship 
as  owners  weie  for  ail  purposes  deemed  to  be  the  true  ownera 

The  Bank  of  Liverpool^  before  hearing  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  action  at  New  Orleans,  had  sent  out  instruc- 
tions to  their  agent,  Mr.  Mure,  (who  was  the  British 
Consul  at  New  Orlecma)  to  take  possession  of  the  ship 
by  Tirtue  of  their  mortgage. 

On  January  15th,  1858,  Mwre^  on  behalf  of  his  em- 
ployers, intervened  in  the  action.  His  petition  for  this 
purpose,  after  stating  the  title  of  the  mortgagees,  and  his 
own  authority  to  take  the  possession  and  control  of  the  ship, 
allied  that  the  ship  had  been  wrongfully  seized,  traversed 
the  declarations  of  the  Flainti£&  in  the  action,  and  prayed 
that  they  might  be  cited  to  appear  and  answer  the  peti- 
tion, that  their  petition  might  be  dismissed,  and  that  the 
possession  of  the  ship  might  be  ordered  to  be  given  up  to 
him  (Mure)  on  behalf  of  the  mortgagees,  with  costs  of 
suit,  and  reserving  the  right  to  sue  for  damages. 

Before  this  petition  came  on  to  be  heard  in  the  Fourth 
District  Courts  several  other  writs  of  attachment  had  been 
issued  against  the  ship  by  creditors  of  Messrs.  Klingertder, 
some  of  whom  claimed  a  privilege  on  the  ship  by  reason  of 
the  character  of  their  debts ;  such  privilege,  according  to 
the  law  of  Louieioma,  signifying  a  right  of  satisfaotiM 
in  priority  to  all  mortgages  or  other  daims. 

By  the  Louisiana  code,  creditors  holding  such  privileges 
are  entitled  to  follow  the  ship  in  the  hands  of  a  voluntary 
purchaser,  but  in  the  case  of  a  forced  sale  under  process  of 
law,  only  to  follow  the  purchase-money,  the  purchaser  in 
that  case  taking  an  irrevocable  title  to  the  ship. 

The  code  of  Louisiana  confers  such  privileges  in  the 
following  Older : — 1.  Legal  and  other  charges  in  and  about 
the  sale  of  a  ship ;   2.  Debts  for  pilotage,  wharfage,  and 
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anchorage;  8.  Expenses  of  keeping  a  vessel  until  sale; 
4,  Cost  of  warehousbg  stores ;  5.  Maintenance  of  ship ; 
6.  Wages  of  captain  and  crew  on  the  last  voyage;  other 
charges  following  in  a  certain  prescribed  order. 

By  an  arrangement  between  all  parties  concerned,  it  was 
agreed  that  Mure  should  pay  certain  wages  which  were  due 
to  the  crew,  and  should  stand  in  the  shoes  of  the  crew  in 
respect  to  their  privilege  on  that  account.  Mure  acting  in 
this  matter  not  as  the  agent  of  the  Bank  but  as  British 
Consul. 

On  January  18th,  Mure  made  an  interlocutory  applica- 
tion for  a  rule  to  show  cause  why  the  ship  should  not  be 
delivered  to  him  on  his  giving  a  bond  to  produce  the  ship 
or  the  value  thereof,  to  abide  the  final  determination  of  the 
litigation ;  and  on  January  18th,  1858,  a  rule  was  granted 
on  this  motion,  reciting  the  facts  as  they  were  stated  in  the 
petition,  and  recitmg  that  Mure  had  intervened  in  the 
suit  on  behalf  of  the  Bank  of  Liverpool ;  that  the  detention 
of  the  ship  in  the  custody  of  the  law  caused  great  expense; 
and  that  it  was  for  the  interest  of  all  parties  concerned  that 
in  the  meantime  some  disposition  should  be  made  of  the 
ship,  so  as  to  save  expense,  without  prejudice  to  the  ulti- 
mate rights  of  the  contestants  ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  the 
parties  claiming  to  be  creditors  of  Messrs.  Klingender,  and 
their  curator  ad  hoc  (an  attorney  appointed  by  the  Court 
to  represent  the  Defendants  in  consequence  of  their  residing 
out  of  the  jurisdiction,)  should  show  cause  why  the  ship 
should  not  be  appraised  and  delivered  to  Mure  in  his  capa- 
city aforesaid,  on  his  giving  a  bond  with  surety,  conditioned 
to  produce  the  ship  to  abide  the  decree  of  the  Courts  or 
be  responsible  for  the  value  thereof  upon  the  final  deter- 
mination of  the  litigation. 

On  January  21st,  Mure  presented  another  petition  of 
intervention,  claiming  privilege  in  respect  of  the  sums  so 
paid,  as  before  stated,  for  wages. 
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On  January  22Qd,  the  rule  of  the  18th  of  January  came         1862, 
on  for  argument,  when  it  was  made  absolute  so  far  that 
the  parties  should,  within  twenty-four  hours^   name  the 
respective  appraisers  to  value  the  ship. 


On  the  5th  of  February,  1858,  the  rule  came  on  for  final 
hearing,  and  was  dismissed  with  costs.  The  written  opinion 
of  the  Court,  which  was  filed  with  the  judgment^  was  to 
the  following  efiect : — 

"  This  is  a  rule  taken  by  William  Mure,  agent  of  the 
Bank  of  Liverpool,  intervening  in  this  suit  and  claiming 
the  property,  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  be  permitted 
to  bond  the  property  herein  seized.  By  the  Act  of  1852, 
page  155,  amendatory  of  the  259th  of  C.  P.,  the  Defendant 
may,  in  every  stage  of  the  proceeding,  have  the  property 
released  upon  delivering  to  the  sheriff  his  obligation  for 
the  sum  exceeding  by  oue-half  the  value  of  the  property 
attached,  &c.  There  is  no  law  authorising  an  intervener 
who  claims  the  property  attached  to  give  such  bond  as  the 
Defendant  can  under  Article  259,  C.  P.  The  case  of 
Park  V.  Porter,  2  Rob.  S4i4i,  presents  a  different  state 
of  fiicts  firom  the  one  at  bar.  In  that  instance,  the  goods 
were  consigned  to  a  party  who  had  made  advances  on  them, 
and  was  in  possession  of  a  bill  of  lading,  which  is  prim& 
fiune  evidence  of  ownership,  and  as  such  was  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  property  seized.  But  the  instrument 
by  which  the  Plaintiff  in  this  rule  has  offered  to  prove  title 
to  the  property  seized,  and  the  possession  thereof,  is  nothing 
more  than  a  mortgage.  The  mortgagee  is  not  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  property  mortgaged;  his  right  is  to  be 
paid  by  preference  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the 
mortgage  property.  For  the  reasons  assigned,  it  is  ordered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the  rule  taken  herein  by 
William  Mure,  on  the  18th  of  January,  1858,  be  dismissed 
with  costa" 


200  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

On  February  6th,  Mure  moved  for  a  new  trial  of  the 
rule,  but  the  motion  was  ultimately  diBmissed  with  oosta  by 
the  Fourth  District  Courts  on  Apiil  26th. 

Various  other  interventions  took  place  in  the  suit,  on  the 
petitions  of  the  captain,  the  crew,  stevedores,  and  other 
persons  who  claimed  privilege  in  respect  of  the  sums  due 
to  them  on  account  of  the  ship. 

On  July  16th,  the  Plaintifis  in  the  action  obtained  a 
rule  that  the  Defendants  and  the  interveners  should  shew 
cause  why  the  ship  should  not  be  sold,  on  the  ground  of  the 
deterioration  and  expense  occasioned  by  keeping  her  in 
the  custody  of  the  law ;  but  the  rule  was  dismissed  with 
costs,  on  June  26th,  on  the  ground  that  an  appeal  was 
pending  from  the  judgment  refusing  permission  to  Uure 
to  bond  the  vessel. 

On  September  6ih,  judgment  was  given  in  the  action 
(Mure  appearing  on  the  hearing),  by  which  the  debt  of 
Messrs.  Hughes  ^  Co,  was  established ;  and  it  was  ordered 
''that  the  rights  of  all  the  interveners  should  be  reserved 
for  further  adjudication  thereafter,  as  well  as  the  question  of 
privilege  and  rank  of  attachment  to  be  established  contra- 
dictorily in  a  concurso  between  the  parties  having  claims 
against  the  Defendants." 

On  January  4th,  1859,  the  cause  came  on  before  the 
Fourth  District  Court,  on  the  petition  of  intervention  of 
Mure,  of  the  15th  January,  1858  ;  and  on  January  26th, 
the  intervention  of  the  Bank  of  Liverpool  was  ordered  to 
be  dismissed  with  costs.  The  reasons  filed  with  this  judg- 
ment were  as  follows : — 

"Reasons  filed  January  26th,  1859.— The  Bank  of 
Liverpool. — ^The  Bank  of  Liverpool  claimed  the  ownerahip 
and  possession  of  the  ship  Warbler,  attached  by  Flaintiffii 
in  this  suit  as  the  property  of  Defendanta  I  regard  the 
documoit  relied  on  by  the  opponent  as  a  mort^gage  for  the 
security  of  a  debt,  and  not  as  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  ship* 
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Hie  instrument  being  r^arded  in  thia  light,  it  follows  that 
the  opponent  is  a  mortgage  oreditor  and  not  an  owner. 
The  able  and  ingeniom  argument  of  oppiment's  oounsel 
is  folly  answered  by  the  eases  reported  in  7th  L.  R  490> 
17  Lw  158,  2  Bob.  S5,  4  Bob.  845,  6  Bob.  127,  11 
An.  702,  and,  IS  An.  P.  521.  It  is  therefoM  ordered, 
adjttdged,  and  decreed,  that  the  petition  of  intervention 
and  third  opposition  of  the  Bank  of  InverpooL  be  dismissed 
with  costs.'' 

Mure*8  appeal  from  the  order  of  the  Fourth  District 
Court  of  February  5th,  1858,  dismissing  the  rule  as  to 
bonding,  was  heard  on  appeal  by  the  Supreme  Coxat  of 
Louisia/rui,  before  the  Chief  Justice  and  three  associate 
Justices,  and  judgment  was  given  on  January  Slst^  1859^ 
as  follows : 

^The  Plaintifis  and  others  having  attached  the  ship 
TFbr62sr,  of  Liverpoolt  WiUiojm  Mur€,  as  agent  for  the 
Bank  of  Liverpool,  through  his  counsel,  has  taken  a  raid 
upon  all  parties  to  show  cause  why  he  should  not  be  an- 
tiKxised  to  take  the  ship  into  his  possession  during  the 
pendency  of  this  litigation,  upon  giving  bond.  He 
bases  his  application  upon  the  allegation  that  during 
the  litigation  in  these  cases  great  expense  will  be  incurred 
bjr  the  detention  and  custody  of  the  ship,  and  produces  an 
instrument  executed  by  the  owners  in  Liverpool,  Englcmdt 
for  the  security  of  the  Bank,  by  which  the  ship  is  con- 
▼eyed  to  Joseph  Langton  in  trusty  with  authority  to  sell 
and  pay  the  Bank.  The  intervener  relies  upon  the 
cases  of  Park  v.  Porter,  2  Bob.  844,  Ths  Ohio  In- 
surcmce  Co.  v.  Edmondeon,  5  L.  R  296,  and  Article 
21  C.  C.  in  support  of  the  motion.  The  instrument 
produced  by  the  Bank  of  Liverpool  does  not  purport 
to  convey  the  ship  to  the  Bank,  but  to  a  trustee ;  the 
Bank  is  therefore  not  the  owner.  At  common  law,  the 
instrument,  we  suppose,  would  be  considered  as  between  the 
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parties  at  least  to  convey  the  legal  title  in  the  ship  to 
Langton,  The  only  rights  the  Bank  of  Liverpool  oould 
have  would  be  a  right  in  Chancery  to  enforce  the  execu- 
tion of  the  trust.  Hence  the  most  favourable  footing  on 
which  the  claim  of  the  intervener  can  be  placed  is  thai 
of  a  creditor  with  a  privilege;  he  has  therefore  no  right 
to  the  possession  of  the  property,  and  must  enforce  what- 
ever rights  he  may  have  upon  the  proceeds,  precisely  as 
the  attaching  creditors  are  compelled  to  da  The  law 
confers  upon  the  Defendant  only,  the  right  to  set  aside 
the  attachment,  by  giving  bond :  0.  ?.  259,  Art.  1852,  p. 
165 — ^it  is  not  conferred  upon  the  creditors.  It  is  true  the 
Courts  have  allowed,  under  an  equitable  construction  of 
the  article,  an  intervenor  having  possession  and  claiming 
to  be  owner,  to  bond  in  order  to  avoid  the  great  injury 
which  third  persons  might  sufier  by  the  unjust  seizure 
of  their  property.  We  see  no  reason  to  adopt  a  construc- 
tion which  shall  confer  this  right  upon  creditors,  particu- 
larly as  the  legislature  has  recently  revised  the  article  of 
the  Code  of  Practice  without  extending  it  to  other  persons 
than  Defendants.  It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  be  affirmed 
with  costs.'' 

On  February  1 2th,  a  writ  of  fi.  fa  was  issued  on  the  judg- 
ment in  the  cause,  by  which  the  sheriff  was  commanded 
«'  by  seizure  and  sale  of  the  property,  real  and  personal, 
rights  and  credits "  of  Messra  Klingender,  to  levy  the 
Plaintiffs'  debt  and  costa 

On  March  4th,  1859,  the  cause  came  on  for  distribution 
of  the  proceeds  {Mure  being  represented),  when,  it  appear- 
ing that  the  ship  had  not  been  sold,  the  cause  was  con- 
tinued indefinitely. 

The  vessel  was  put  up  for  sale  by  auction  under  the  writ^ 
on  the  22nd  of  March,  1859^  when  the  present  Defendant^ 
Fogo,  by  his  agent,  became  the  purchaser  for  6,100  dollars ; 
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mad  an  the  same  day  a  bill  of  sale  was  executed  accordiDg      ^igM«_ 
to  the  law  of  Louisiana,  and  the  purchase  money  paid. 


Mure^  as  .the  British  Consul  at  the  port,  thereupon 
granted  his  certificate,  that  the  vessel  was  duly  sold  in  ao-      Staimeni. 
oordance  with  the  law  of  the  said  Siata 

The  sheriff  having  made  his  return  to  the  writ,  the  cause 
came  on  again  before  the  Fourth  District  Courts  on  June 
17th  and  18th,  for  distribution  of  proceeds ;  and  Mure  was 
repfresented  at  the  hearing,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled  to 
the  proceeds  in  priority  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  action. 

On  January  13  th,  1860,  the  appeal  of  Mure  from  the 
decree  of  the  Fourth  District  Court,  of  January  26thy 
18o9^  dismissing  his  petition  of  intervention,  was  heard 
and  dismissed  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louisiana,  The 
Chief  Justice  and  four  associate  Justices  were  present 
The  judgment  was  as  follows : — 

"  This  cause  was  before  us  in  January  last,  on  the  question 
of  the  right  of  the  intervener  to  bond  the  property  attached, 
14  Annual.  In  the  present  case,  the  Bank  of  Liverpool,  as 
Tendee  and  trustee,  claims  the  legal  title  of  the  ship.  The 
petition  of  intervention  was  dismissed  on  the  trial  in  the  lower 
Court,  and  the  int.ervenor  appeals.  The  case  merits,  perhaps^ 
a  synopsis  of  the  instrument  upon  which  the  intervention 
ifl  founded.  It  (the  instrument)  is  of  great  length,  and  is 
under  seal ;  it  is  signed  by  the  Defendants  alone,  and  pur- 
ports to  have  been  executed  on  25th  day  of  September, 
1 854,  in  consideration  of  5^. ;  and,  to  secure  the  Bank  of 
Idverpool,  KUngender  Brothers  nominally  sell  to  Joseph 
LiMngton,  Chief  Manager  of  said  Bank,  his  executors,  Sec., 
the  ship  Warbler,  in  trust  that  the  same  may  be  a  continual 
aecurity  to  the  Bank  for  the  payment  of  costs,  and  for  all 
rams  of  money  due  or  to  become  due  by  said  Kli/ngender 
Brothers,  and  for  loans,  &o.  Another  clause  authorises 
Langton,  the  trustee,  to  sell  the  ship ;  and  directs  him  to 
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•pply  the  proeaadfl  fiist  to  costs ;  second,  to  amount  doe 
the  Bank ;  and  third,  zemainder  to  KliTigender  Brathera. 
Another  clause  obliges  the  trustee  on  satisfaction  of  the 
trust  to  reconvey.  The  instrument  contains  other  covenanta 
on  the  part  of  Klvngender  Brothers,  warranting  title,  rela- 
tive to  Policies  of  Insurance,  &a,  &a  The  instrument  is 
W  doubt  executed  in  conformity  to  the  Act  of  Parliament 
and  the  English  law — see  Abbott  on  Shippings  pp.  29  and 
SO,  ed.  1854.  Under  that  law,  the  intervener  would  have 
been  able  in  the  Engliah  Courts  to  protect  himself  against 
subsequent  purchasers  and  creditors,  and  the  effects  of 
bankruptcy.  If  it  be  admitted  that  the  intervener  has 
such  rights  upon  the  ship  by  the  English  law,  the  question 
naturally  arises,  why  are  not  those  rights  entitled  to  be 
respected  in  Louisiarui,  particularly  as  all  parties  to  this 
controversy  have  theur  domicil  in  England,  Sec.  It  is  not 
surprising  that  the  question  is  repeated,  and  that  the 
Courts  are  again  and  again  called  upon  to  answer  it.  The 
comity  of  nations  extends  only  to  enforce  obligations,  con- 
tracts, and  rights,  under  those  provisions  of  law  of  other 
countries  which  are  analogous  or  similar  to  those  of  the 
State  where  the  litigation  arises.  The  instrument  offered 
in  evidence  has  no  analogy  to  any  mode  known  to  our  law 
of  affecting  personal  property  for  the  security  of  debts. 
It  purports  to  sell  to  one  man  to  protect  the  rights  of  a 
third  person,  and  yet  the  vendor  is  to  retain  possession. 
The  contract  is  not  a  sale  nor  a  pledge ;  for  there  is  np 
delivery  which  our  law  deems  essential  in  order  to  perfect 
either  contract  as  to  third  persons.  As  our  law  would  not 
enforce  a  similar  contract  between  our  own  ciiiaens,  if  made 
here,  it  will  not  enforce  it  to  defeat  rights  already  acquired 
by  the  attachment  under  our  own  laws.  In  the  case 
of  Malcom  v.  The  Schoon&r  Henrietta,  this  Court  re- 
fused to  recognise  a  mortgage  upon  a  ship  executed  in  the 
form  of  a  conventional  mortgage  under  our  law,  and 
declared  that  our  law  only  admits  of  the  hypothecation  of 
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ships  aooofding  to  the  laws  and  usages  of  oommeree^  7  L.  jg^ 
B.  488,  lb.  486.  In  the  case  of  Orant  v.  £iol,  it  was  again 
deelared  that  instruments  in  the  foim  of  conventional 
mortgages  on  ships  or  vessek  conferred  no  right  or  privi- 
lege whatever:  17  L.  K  160.  The  same  doctrine  was 
reaffiimed  in  HUl  v.  Phamix  Two  Boat  Company,  2nd 
Bobinson,  35,  in  which  the  Court  mentions,  as  the  only 
valid  hypothecation,  that  made  to  secure  the  necessary 
supplies  for  ships  which  happened  to  be  in  distress  in 
fereign  port%  where  the  masters  and  owners  are  without 
credit;  if  assistance  oould  not  be  procured  by  means  of  such 
instruments,  the  vessels  and  their  oai^es  must  perish. 
The  sulgect  was  again  fully  considered  in  the  case  of 
Homed  v.  Churehwanh,  4  Annual,  S12 ;  and  it  was  there 
said,  *  It  is  the  duty  of  Courts  in  all  commercial  nations  to 
extend  the  rule  of  national  comity  to  bottomry  bonds  and 
such  other  maritime  hypothecations  as  are  recognised  by 
the  general  assent  of  the  commercial  world.  But  the  public 
policy  of  recognisiDg  implied  hypothecations  or  liens,  as  fol- 
lowing property  from  foreign  countries,  may  well  be  ques- 
tioned. In  the  case  of  Wickhamh  v.  Leviatones  the  effect 
el  a  oonmion  law  mortgage  executed  in  Cincinnati,  and 
rqpstered  in  accordance  with  the  Acts  of  Congress,  was  con- 
sidered, and  this  Court  refused  to  give  it  effect  because 
such  a  mortgage  is  not  recognised  by  our  laws:*  11  An- 
nuai^  702.  In  the  case  of  The  Succession  of  Broderidt',  IS 
Annual,  532,  we  refused  likewise  to  give  effect  to  an  act 
purporting  to  be  a  mortgage  of  a  steam-boat,  which  was 
executed  in  this  city,  and  recorded  in  the  office  at  the  Col- 
lector of  Customs,  under  the  Act  of  Congress  of  29th  July, 
1850  (9th  SUtutes  at  Large,  p.  440).  In  the  case  of 
Swasey  Jk  Co.  v.  Steamer  Montgomery,  12  Annual,  800, 
we  refused  to  recognise  a  privil^e  created  by  the  law  of 
Alabaena  for  tolls  for  passing  a  certain  channel ;  and  we 
then  announced  the  general  doctrine  that  privil^[es  must 
be  regulated  by  the  law  of  the  forum,  and  that  none  can  be 


206 


CASES  IN  CHANCERlf . 


1802. 


SftMMiem. 


claimed  except  such  as  are  given  by  the  civil  code  and 
statutes  amendatory  thereof  See  also  on  this  subject 
Abbott  on  Shipping,  Edition  1854,  p.  156,  and  note  S,  and 
authorities  there  cited ;  see  also  a  similar  case,  stated  by 
Scmgny,  8  volume,  pp.  196, 197,  sea  368,  Berlin  edition, 
C.  0.  8,204.  No.  7;  19  Howard,  22  and  8S.  It  may 
also  bo  remarked  that  the  hardship  of  the  rule  adopted 
by  the  Courts  is  not  so  great,  ifihen  it  is  considered,  that, 
in  case  of  ships,  it  usually  happens  that  the  parties  hold- 
ing liens  and  mortgages  in  the  home  port  have  had  the 
opportunity  of  enforcing  the  same,  and  have  voluntarily 
permitted  the  ship  to  depart  without  so  doing.  It  may  be 
also  further  remarked,  that  the  statute  of  1858,  p.  Ill, 
bans  privileges  upon  ships  after  the  lapse  of  six  month& 
But  in  this  case,  it  is  contended  by  the  intervener's  counsel 
that  the  instrument  is  assimilated  more  to  a  vente  i  rdmdrj 
of  our  law  than  a  mortgage,  and  may  be  upheld  by  our 
Courts  in  this  form.  The  vente  &  rkvaM^  like  any  other 
sale,  is  perfected  as  to  third  persons  in  the  case  of  movea- 
bles by  delivery,  (which  is  wanting  in  the  instrument  under 
consideration),  and  the  vendee  becomes  the  owner  of  the 
fruits  and  the  property  absolutely,  if  it  be  not  redeemed 
at  the  term  stipulated.  Here,  Lwngton,  so  &x  from  being 
owner,  and  making  the  fruits  his  own,  had  only  authority 
as  an  agent  to  sell  for  the  payment  of  debts ;  KUngender 
Brothera  had  received  no  serious  price,  and  had  nothing  to 
return  as  such,  C.  C.  2,414  and  2,439.  The  instrument 
cannot  therefore  be  viewed  in  any  other  light  than  as  a 
security  for  money.  There  is  a  prayer  on  the  part  of  the 
appellees^  for  an  amendment  of  the  judgment  in  their 
£etvour  against  the  intervener,  so  that  the  same  shall  be 
considered  final  In  order  to  avoid  all  doubt  as  to  the 
effect  of  the  judgment  rendered,  we  will  make  the  amend- 
ment It  is  therefore  ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  by 
the  Court,  that  the  judgment  of  the  lower  Court  be  so 
amended  as  to  reject  and  bar  the  demand  in  intervention 
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and  third  opposition  of  the  said  Bank  of  Liverpool;  and      .J^g^ 
that  said  judgment  so  amended  be  aflirmed,  the  appellants 
paying  the  costs  of  appeal." 


There  is  no  further  appeal  in  Louisiama,  from  the  judg- 
ments of  the  Supreme  Court 

On  March  7th»  1860,  judgment  was  given  by  the  Fourth 
District  Court  on  the  question  of  distribution  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale,  and  thereby  the  claims  of  certain  inter- 
vening creditors  entitled  to  privilege  under  the  code  of 
LouisuvMb  (including  ifure'8  claim  for  wages,)  were  allowed, 
tlie  intervention  of  Mure  as  agent  for  the  Bank  of  Lwer* 
pool  was  dismissed  with  costs,  and  the  balance  of  the 
proceeds  after  payment  of  the  privil^ed  debts  was  ordered 
to  be  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  action  in  part  satis&o- 
tion  of  their  debt^  which  was  of  greater  amount. 

Hie  proceeds  of  the  sale  were  applied  accordingly. 

The  Defendant  fogo  sent  the  ship  with  a  cargo  of  cotton 
to  Liverpool,  where  she  arrived  on  March  22nd,  1860,  and 
on  that  day  the  ship  was  registered  at  Liverpool  in  his 
name  as  sole  owner. 

The  amount  due  on  the  mortgage  to  the  Bank  exceeded 
the  value  of  the  ship  and  freight.  The  Bill  filed  by  the 
Public  Officer  of  the  Bank  alleged  that  the  Defendants, 
the  consignee  and  the  captain  of  the  ship,  intended  to  pay 
the  freight  already  accrued  to  the  Defendant  Fogo,  and 
that  Fogo  intended  to  dispose  of  the  ship  and  send  her 
avray  from  Liverpool  without  regard  to  the  claims  of  the 
Bank^  and  prayed  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Defendants 
frtnn  allowing  the  ship  to  leave  Liverpool,  and  from  dealing 
with  her  without  the  consent  of  the  Bank,  and  also  from  col- 
lecting the  freight ;  and  that  a  receiver  might  be  appointed  to 
collect  the  freight.    Declarations  were  also  prayed  that  the 
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10^^'  Bank  of  Liverpool  was  entitled  to  the  ship  and  freight, 
subject  only  to  any  disbursements  properly  payable 
thereout 


Argtmeni,         Sir  Hugh  Cairns,  Q.C.,  Mr.  C.  Hall,  and  Mr.  Milward 
(of  the  common  law  bar),  for  the  PlaintiflF:-^ 

The  sole  point  which  arises  now  is  that  which  was  de- 
cided on  the  demurrer,  whether  the  judgment  of  a  New 
OrUana  Courts  founded  upon  a  refusal  to  regard  the  lex 
loci  contractus,  under  which  the  Bank  had  acquired  a  valid 
title  in  Engkmd,  can  be  regarded  as  condusiye  in  this 
Court.  A  parallel  case  would  be  this : — If  the  judges  of 
Louisiana  chose  to  disregard  every  will  which  was  not 
holograph,  would  this  Court  consider  itself  bound  by  a 
judgment  rejecting  an  English  will  by  a  domiciled 
EngUshTncm  executed  in  accordance  with  our  law?  Since 
the  decision  in  our  favour  upon  the  demurrer,  the  position 
of  the  authorities  has  been  changed,  but  not  so  as  to  affect 
the  conclusion  then  arrived  at 

Castrique  v.  Imrie  (a)  has  been  reversed,  and  I  shall  have 
occasion  presently  to  refer  to  the  decision  of  the  Exchequer 
Chamber.  But  before  doing  so  I  will  briefly  notice  some 
other  authorities,  and  I  will  first  consider  what  is  laid 
down  by  the  leading  ATnerican  jurist,  Mr.  Justice  Story, 
in  his  "  Conflict  of  Laws." 

In  section  1 02  he  states  the  well-known  rule,  that  con- 
tracts will  in  general  be  governed  by  the  lex  loci  contractus, 
and  cites  a  judgment  from  which  it  appears  that  at  that 
time  the  doctrine  was  accepted  by  the  Courts  of  Louis-' 
ia/ruL  Then  in  the  following  sections  he  proceeds  to  dis- 
cuss exceptions  from  the  rule,  which  however  have  no 
application  to  a  case  like  the  present    For  instance,  he, 

(a)  8  C.  B.,  N.  S^  1 ;  S.  C.  on  app^  Id.  405. 
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considerB  the  influence  of  the  law  of  domicile,  which  need  not 
be  dificussed  here,  inasmuch  as  both  the  mortgagors  and 
the  mortgagees  were  domiciled  in  England,  and  the  lex 
domicilii  was  therefore  identical  with  the  lex  loci  con* 
tractus. 

In  sections  322  and  323,  Story  discusses  the  validity 
and  priority  of  liens^  referring  the  validity  generally  to  the 
lex  loci  contractus,  but  leaving  the  question  of  priority 
to  be  governed  partly  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sitae  or  the  lex 
forL  This  case,  however,  is  not  one  of  mere  priority 
attached  to  a  conventional  right,  but  a  question  of  validity 
simply,  because  the  bill  of  sale,  if  its  validity  is  admitted, 
gives  the  absolute  property,  and  therefore  excludes  any 
question  of  conflicting  priorities. 

Then  in  section  386,  Story  states  the  peculiar  rule  which 
the  Courts  of  ZoumaTia  have  adopted.  By  their  law, 
delivery  is  essential  to  pass  title  to  a  chattel  as  against 
creditors,  and  they  have  so  far  set  at  naught  the  comity 
of  nations  as  to  insist  on  applying  this  rule  to  foreign 
contracts,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  lex  loci;  and  in  sections 
Stf7,  390,  the  reasoning  by  which  this  course  is  attempted  to 
be  supported,  is  extracted  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  LouieiaTUi.  Mr.  Justice  Story  then  proceeds  to 
comment  on  this  doctrine,  and  pronounces  it  inconsistent 
vrith  the  universal  rule.  The  precise  point  raised  in  that  case 
does  not  occur  here,  because  there  the  contest  was  between 
the  law  of  the  foreign  domicile,  and  the  lex  lod  rei  sitsB,  and 
this  does  not  touch  our  case,  inasmuch  as  the  ship  was 
not  in  LcvimamA  at  the  date  of  the  bill  of  sale. 

It  being  clear,  therefore,  according  to  Story's  view  that 

the  law  of  EngUmd  ought  to  have  been  applied  by  the 

Courts  of  Loui^vomay  the  only  remaining  question  would 

be  as  to  the  e£bct  of  a  judgment  based  upon  rejection  of 

the  English  law  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case. 

p  2 
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And  upon  this  it  is  clear^  in  the  first  place,  that  this  is  not 
a  judgment  in  rem,  and  that  in  cases  in  the  nature  of 
foreign  attachment  proceedings  in  personam  will  not  be 
binding  on  the  party  unless  the  Court  had  rightful  juris* 
diction  over  the  res  and  also  over  the  persona — sect.  592  a. 
These  being  the  doctrines  laid  down  by  Mr.  Justice  Story, 
let  us  now  see  what  are  the  principles  of  our  own  Courts. 

Upon  the  argument  on  the  demurrer  (a),  the  law  was 
fully  discussed,  and  your  Honour  stated  the  prindples 
which  governed  the  case,  laying  it  down  that  if  the  aver- 
ments of  the  Bill  amounted  to  this,  that  the  Courts  of 
Louiaicma  founded  their  judgment  on  a  total  disregard  of 
the  English  law — ^the  lex  loci  contractus — such  a  judgment, 
which  your  Honour  considered  as  not  being  a  judgment  in 
rem,  oould  be  examined  here  for  error  on  the  fistce  of  it, 
and  would  not  be  binding  on  an  English  Court 

The  same  doctrine  has  been  laid  down  even  in  the  case 
of  a  judgment  in  rem :  Dalgleish  v.  Hodgson  (&) ;  though  it 
is  not  necessary  for  our  case  to  carry  it  so  high  as  to  saj 
that  a  judgment  in  rem  may  be  disregarded  for  error  on 
the  fistce  of  it  To  the  same  effect  are  Revmers  v.  Druce(e)f 
and  Don  v.  Lipprrum  (cQ.  It  is  attempted  by  the  Defen- 
dants to  give  to  the  proceedings  the  colour  of  proceedings 
in  rem.  They  say  that  the  sale  was  at  the  instance  of 
persons  holding  liens.  But  this  was  not  so,  and  the  sale 
was  in  fact  under  a  fi.  £bl  equally  applicable  to  any  other 
goods  of  Messra  Klmgender,  and  in  a  suit  which  was  a 
mere  personal  proceeding  against  them.  It  is  true  in  a 
sense  that  we  intervened,  but  merely  to  protect  our  inter- 
ests, protesting  at  the  same  time  that  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  meddle  with  the  ship.  The  judgment  there- 
fore cannot  be  put  so  high  against  us  as  a  judgment  inter 


(a)  1  J.  k  H.  IS. 
{h)  7  Bing.  495. 


(e)  23  Beav.  145. 

((0  5  a.  &  F.  1. 
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partes  in  a  suit  in  which  we  were  PlaintiflEi  The  writ  ^^ 
under  which  the  sale  took  place  did  not  differ  in  any  way 
from  a  fi.  fift.,  except  that  it  included  lands  as  well  as  goods^ 
which  it  would  not  have  done  in  England.  That  the  pro- 
ceedings were  in  no  sense  in  rem  is  dear  from  all  the  autho- 
rities collected  in  the  note  to  Ducheaa  of  Kvngston^a  ccL8e(a) ; 
and  those  authorities  also  establish  the  proposition  that  a 
foieign  judgment  (even  in  rem  and  a  fortiori  inter  partes) 
is  examinable  for  error  on  the  face  of  it,  such  as  repudia- 
tion of  the  lex  loci  contractus  in  the  present  case. 

In  Ocutrique  ▼.  Imrie{b)  the  proceeding  was  against 
the  ship,  and  clearly  in  rem ;  and  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
Chamber  was  of  opinion  that  there  had  been  no  intentional 
disregard  of  EngUah  law.  In  Cammd  v.  SeweU  (c)  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  intimated  that  the  proceedings  were  ''  in  the 
natore  of"  proceedings  in  rem  (whatever  that  may  mean) 
that  by  the  law  of  NoTVXxy  the  master  had  power  to  sell, 
and  that  the  purchaser  was  not  bound  to  see  to  the  pro- 
priety  of  the  sala  In  the  Exchequer  Chamber  ((Q  the 
was  put  on  a  different  ground,  namely,  that  the  sale 
authorised  on  the  ground  of  agency,  whereas  here  it 
cannot  be  said  that  the  sheriff  was  either  the  express  or 
implied  agent  of  the  Bank  of  Lwerpocl.  That  case  there- 
fore does  not  touch  the  old  established  principles  on  the 
subject     [They  also  cited  Bwrge'a  Commentaries  (e).] 

Mr.  Oiffwrd,  Q.C.,  Mr.  MMiah,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  F. 
RdbinaoTi,  for  the  Defendants : — 

Three  main  questions  present  themselves  for  considera- 
tion:— 1.  Is  the  law  o{  Lou/isiana,  as  it  appears  on  the 
fiioe  of  the  judgments  in  this  case^  necessarily  absurd  ?  2. 
Did  the  property  in  the  ship  pass  by  the  sale  to  Fogo  t    3. 

(a)  2  Smith's  Leading  Cases,       (c)  3  H.  &  N.  617. 
689.  (4  5  H.  &  N.  728. 

(h)  S  C.  B^  N.  S.,  406.  (e)  VoL  3,  Part  2,  Ch.  20,  p.  763 
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Are  the  PlainiifiB  bound  by  the  &ct  of  their  intervention  in 
the  suit? 

On  the  first  point  it  is  clear  that  there  is  no  such  in- 
herent absurdity  in  the  rule  of  law  adopted  by  the  Courts 
of  Ijyuisicina  as  to  deprive  their  decisions  of  the  conclusive 
weighty  which^  according  to  the  comity  of  nations^  the 
Courts  of  this  country  allow  to  foreign  judgments.  Their 
principle  is,  that  a  mortgagor  suffered  to  retain  possession 
of  a  ship  or  other  chattel  shall^  as  between  himself  and 
his  creditors,  be  treated  as  the  true  owner.  Is  this  absurd  7 
Why,  it  is  the  very  principle  adopted  by  our  Legislature  in 
the  Factors'  Act  and  in  the  Bill  of  Sales  Act^  and  in  the 
order  and  disposition  clauses  of  the  Bankruptcy  Statutes. 
The  characteristic  difference  between  English  and  foreign 
law  is,  that  we  have  applied  a  sound  principle  to  isolated 
cases,  while  in  Louisiana  and  elsewhere  the  principle  is 
consistently  applied  in  all  its  breadth.  Property  in  a  chattel, 
they  say,  shall  not  pass  without  delivery  of  possession,  and 
it  would  be  di£5cult  to  dispute  the  wisdom  of  the  rule. 
With  respect  to  ships  which  traverse  the  whole  globe^  the 
prudence  of  such  a  rule  is  especially  manifest.  It  was  the 
rule  in  England  until  the  passing  of  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Act,  because  a  mortgage  formerly  required  indorse- 
ment on  the  registry  to  give  it  validity.  Now  this  is  not 
needful  in  the  case  of  a  ship  at  sea,  which  is  in  consequence 
allowed  to  sail  with  a  certificate,  which  describes  no  person 
as  owner,  when  the  property,  according  to  our  notions,  has 
passed  to  another.  The  doctrine,  however,  which  we  have 
repudiated,  is  still  the  rule  of  every  other  country  in  the 
world,  and  this  deserves  to  be  gravely  considered  before 
charging  the  law  oi  LovAsia/rva  with  absurdity  because  it  has 
not  followed  our  law  in  departing  from  the  universal  practice. 

If  the  judgments  of  these  Courts  are  not  to  be  con- 
demned for  palpable  absurdity  on  the  £Gi.ce  of  them,  I 
come  to  another  question :  Is  there  anything  in  the  law  of 
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nations  to  bind  the  Courts  of  Louisiana  to  reject  their  own 
rale  and  to  follow  ours  ?  It  in  not  disputed  that  an  enact- 
meaai  on  the  principle  of  our  order  and  disposition  clause  is 
quite  consistent  with«intemational  comity.  And  yet  what 
18  the  effect  of  that?  A  foreigner  acquires,  by  a  foreign 
contract^  a  good  title  to  chattels  remaining  in  the  hands  of 
an  Snglishman.  The  Engliahinan  becomes  bankrupt,  and 
immediate^  our  Courts  disregard  the  title  acquired  by  the 
foreigner,  though  by  an  act  valid  and  indefeasible  according 
to  the  law  of  his  domicile,  or,  it  may  be,  to  the  lex  loci  con- 
tractus, and  hand  over  the  property  to  the  bankrupt's 
assignees.  What  is  the  difference  between  this  and  the 
action  of  the  judicature  of  New  Orleans  t — ^None  whatever, 
except  that  we  proceed  on  an  isolated  rule,  and  they  on  a 
general  principle  of  which  that  rule  is  a  fragment  The 
maxim  that  every  sale  requires  delivery  to  complete  it^ 
does  away  with  the  necessity  for  a  reputed  ownership 
enactment  in  the  special  case  of  bankruptcy,  because  it 
renders  all  secret  sale's  impeachable,  just  as  some  secret 
sales  are  impeachable  here.  The  only  way  in  which 
Louisiana  can  protect  her  citizens  against  secret  dealings 
is  by  administering  to  foreigners  the  same  law  which  applies 
to  natives.  If  an  English  mortgagee  finds  himself  in  con- 
sequence in  a  worse  position  than  he  would  be  in  at  home,  it 
is  his  own  fault  for  allowing  his  ship  to  go  within  a  foreign 
jurisdiction.  And  it  is  material  to  observe,  that,  even  by 
English  law,  a  mortgagee  has  not  that  indefeasible  right 
which  the  Courts  of  LtyuAsiama,  are  charged  with  ovei^ 
riding.  He  may  be  defeated  by  maritime  liens  created  by 
the  servant  of  his  mortagagor,  as  in  the  case  of  bottomry, 
or  in  respect  of  damage  by  running  down  another  ship. 
So  there  was  the  common  law  lien  for  repairs  overriding 
the  claims  even  of  mortgagees:  WiJUams  v.  AUsup  (a).  In 
addition  to  these  various  risks,  he  also  runs  the  hazard  of 
finding  the  vessel  subjected  to  a  foreign  law,  which  may 
^'  (a)  10C.B.,N.S.,417. 
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be  less  jftvourable  to  him  than  that  of  his  own  country. 
For  example,  the  ship  may  visit  a  port  where  the  law 
gives  a  maritime  lien  for  repairs.  So,  in  a  converse 
case,  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act  gives  a  right  against 
an  Ameriean  mortgagee  in  respect  of  supplies  procured, 
say  at  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  and  we  do  not  consider 
that  this  provision  is  any  violation  of  the  comity  of  na- 
tions :  The  Wataga  (a).  It  is  a  mistake  to  say  that  the 
C!ourts  of  New  OHeana  refused  to  recognise  the  law  of 
England.  They  did  recognise  it,  but  they  applied  to  it  a 
universal  rule  of  their  own;  which,  as  between  a  secret 
mortgagee  and  an  attaching  creditor^  gives  priority  to  the 
latter,  just  as  our  law  gives  the  like  advantage  to  the 
assignees  of  a  bankrupt  in  reputed  ownership  of  the  goods 
of  a  foreigner.  Such  a  rule,  to  be  of  any  service,  must 
be  applied  equally  to  foreigners  and  natives,  for  the  mis- 
chief of  a  secret  sale  or  mortgage  is  the  same  whether  it 
be  made  abroad  or  at  home.  The  principle  of  these  judg- 
ments is  well  expounded  in  the  case  of  M'NeH  v.  Olaae  (6)* 

[The  Vicb-Chancellor. — ^There  is  a  dilBerence  between 
allowing  the  title  of  a  second  purchaser  to  prevail  in  certain 
cases  over  that  of  a  prior  secret  purchaser,  and  giving  to  a 
creditor  the  right  to  seize  goods  which  do  not  belong  to 
his  debtor.] 

The  two  cases  are  very  analogous,  as  is  shewn  by  the 
two  statutes  of  Elizabeth,  in  which  the  principle  is  applied 
to  purchasers  and  creditors  on  the  same  footing.  Besides^ 
the  question  is  not  whether  the  law  of  Louisiana  is  better 
or  worse  than  the  law  of  England,  but  whether  a  judgment 
applying  it  is  to  be  treated  as  so  absurd  as  to  forfeit  the 
weight  which  would  otherwise  belong  to  it. 

If  their  law  is  not  unreasonable  in  itself,  and  if  they 
find  a  transfer  sanctioned  by  a  foreign  law,  which  would 


(a)  1  Swab.  Ad.  l(^. 


(6)  lMwt.,N.  8^261. 
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expose  their  subjects  to  the  yeiy  evils  which  their  own  law 
was  intended  to  guard  against,  they  are  not  bound  to  regard 
the  foreign  rule  which  is  thus  repugnant  to  the  policy  of 
their  own  law.  They  may  weU  say,  "  If  we  admit  such 
mortgages,  a  foreign  mortgagor  may  resell  in  IjyaiAafMh^ 
and  defraud  the  purchaser ;  and  if  we  reject  the  secret 
mortgage  in  &vour  of  a  purchaser,  why  may  we  not  do  the 
same  in  fSsivour  of  a  creditor  ? " 


186S. 


Ar^^anad, 


To  turn  to  the  authorities :  Cammed  ▼.  SeweH  is  a  case 
in  point.  The  proceedings  there  were  not  in  rem,  so  feir  as 
the  ship  was  concerned.  The  sale  was  before  the  litigation, 
which  related  only  to  the  application  of  the  purchase 
money.  But  the  right  of  the  innocent  purchaser  was 
upheld ;  and  it  is  to  be  noticed,  that  by  innocent  purchaser 
is  not  meant  a  purchaser  without  notice.  The  judgment 
disposes  of  a  good  deal  that  is  erroneous  in  Story  with 
respect  to  the  law  of  domicile,  and  contains  several  illus- 
trations which  bear  strongly  on  this  case, — such  as  the  con- 
clusive effect  against  the  true  owner  of  a  sale  in  market 
overt^  and  the  seizure  of  the  goods  of  a  foreigner  for  rent 
due  from  another.  CoLstrique  v.  Imrie,  again,  though  the 
judgment  there  was  in  rem,  was  a  still  stronger  case,  because 
the  French  judgment  which  was  upheld  was  founded  on  a 
blunder  as  to  English  law.  The  judgment  of  Baron  Bra/m- 
well,  in  the  fjcchequer  Chamber,  is  distinctly  in  our  favour, 
and  is  not  rested  on  the  fact  of  the  proceedings  being 
in  rem. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor — Is  there  any  special  statute 
in  Louisiana  to  the  effect  that  creditors  shall  take  priority 
over  secret  mortgagees  ?] 

No;  because  their  general  rule  rendered  this  unneces- 
sary: Story's  Conflict  (a),  Olivier  v.  Townes  (6). 


(a)  Sects.  SSa,  3S9,  391. 


(b)  14  Mart  93. 
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^862^  [The  Vicb-Chancellor— Suppose  they  had  a  law  that 

a  mortgage  should  not  be  valid  unless  attested  by  three 
witnesses,  do  you  say  they  could  reject  an  EngUah  mortgage 
AraZtenL      ^^®^^^^^  there  was  only  one  t  ] 

That  would  follow  the  analogy  of  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 

The  rule  is^  that  a  judgment  in  rem  is  conclusive^  not 
only  as  to  the  thing  decided,  but  as  to  the  &cts  appearing 
on  the  face  of  the  judgment  as  the  grounds  of  the  decision ; 
and  as  between  the  parties — and  the  FlaintifFs  here  were,  to 
all  intents  and  purposes,  parties  to  the  litigation  at  Hew 
Orlecma — ^the  same  principle  applies  to  judgments  in 
personam.  I  conclude,  therefore,  that  there  is  nothing  in 
the  judgment  so  absurd  as  to  justify  this  Court  in  setting 
it  at  nought 

Secondly,  I  ask,  would  this  Court  take  away  from  a 
purchaser  property  which  has  passed  to  him,  as  this  ship 
clearly  has,  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  he  bought  it. 
Suppose  a  foreigner,  interested  in  property  here,  and 
deprived  of  it  by  a  blunder  of  our  Courts  as  to  foreign 
law,  he  would  be  bound  nevertheless. 

The  authority  cited  on  the  other  side,  of  Dalgleiah  v. 
Hodgson,  is  wholly  inapplicable.  That  was  an  action  by 
an  underwriter ;  and  the  question  of  neutrality,  which  had 
been  decided  in  a  foreign  Courts  was  a  mere  collateral 
matter,  which  the  judgment  "  inter  alios  *'  was  brought 
forward  to  prove.  No  one  could  doubt,  that  in  such  a 
case  the  judgment  being  neither  in  rem  nor  inter  partes, 
could  be  examined.  Jteimera  v.  Diruce  in  equally  beside 
the  question.  It  is  said,  this  is  not  a  judgment  in  rem. 
Technically,  that  may  be  true;  but  it  is  nevertheless 
equally  conclusive,  and  for  the  same  reason,  that  it  alters 
the  status  of  the  subject  matter.     Story  (a)  speaks  of 

(a)  Sects.  592,  5QS. 


CASES  IN  CHANCEBT.  217 

judgments  not  in  rem,  but  analogous  to  judgments  in  rem,         1862. 
as  in  cases  of  garnishment  and  the  like.  Sikpson 

[The  Vice-Chancellob. — ^The  precept  to  the  sheriff'         — ^ 
was  not  to  seize  this  ship,  but  any  property  of  the  debtors.]  '^^"**** 

That  is  true ;  but  the  result  was  a  complete  divesting  of 
title  to  the  ship  according  to  the  law  of  the  country,  and 
this  by  the  sentence  of  a  competent  Court  in  the  presence 
of  all  parties  interested 

All  the  authorities  on  the  general  subject  are  contained 
in  the  note  to  the  Duchess  of  Kingston's  case  in  Smith's 
Leading  Cases,  and  are  well  summed  up  in  Botven  v. 
Xvcma  (a).  That  was  a  Bill  to  set  aside  a  sale  under  the 
'  decree  of  the  Court ;  and  after  noticing  Lloyd  v.  Jotmes, 
Bennett  r.  Hamill,  Curtis  v.  Price,  Ligktbwme  ▼.  Smith, 
the  conclusion  arrived  at  was  in  effect  this,  that  a  decree 
in  presence  of  all  partiesf,  no  matter  how  erroneous  it  may 
be,  is  just  as  conclusive  as  a  judgment  in  rem.  The 
Defendant  Foffo  ia  an  innocent  purchaser,  who  cannot 
recover  his  purchase  money  if  he  loses  the  ship;  and 
against  such  a  person  this  Court  gives  no  relief.  It  was  sug- 
gested, we  might  recover  against  Hughes  A  Co,,  but  there 
was  no  warranty  of  title,  and  the  law  of  Louisiana  would  give 
no  such  remedy.  To  enable  us  to  do  that,  the  judgment 
must  be  shown  to  be  bad  in  Louisicma,  which  it  certainly 
is  not^  whatever  may  be  thought  of  it  hera  Even  in 
Engkmd,  there  is  no  warranty  of  title  on  a  sheriS^s  sala 
It  is  to  be  observed,  also,  that  among  the  creditors  who 
shared  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  several  of  the  earlier  held 
valid  maritime  liens ;  and  in  some  cases  their  interventions 
were  pointed  directly  against  the  ship,  just  as  much  as  in 
Castrique  v.  Imrie.  In  part,  therefore,  the  proceeding 
was  for  the  satisfaction  of  maritime  liens,  and  was  in  rem. 

(a)  1  Jo.  &  Lat.  178,  258. 
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[The  YicsChangbllob. — ^There  were  claims  for  wages, 
but  our  Court  of  Admiralty  oould  not  sell  the  ship  for 
wages.] 

'^'V^"^^^         That  can  be  done  in  Louisiana,  and  is  consistent  with 
the  general  law. 

It  is  clear,  moreover,  that  the  Bank  intervened  volun- 
tarily, and  was  in  the  same  position  as  if  Plaintiff  in  the 
cause,  so  fiur  as  the  conclusive  effect  of  the  decision  goes. 

It  is  a  mistake  to  say  that  the  mortgage  was  disregarded 
by  the  sale.  The  claim  of  the  mortgagees  was  not  finally 
rejected  until  the  hearing  as  to  the  distribution  of  the 
proceeds ;  and  at  the  time  of  the  sale  the  purchaser  could 
not  know  that  the  proceeds  would  not  have  been  handed 
over  to  the  Bank.  The  only  prior  decisions  were,  first, 
that  the  right  of  a  mortgagee  was  not  a  right  to  possessioD, 
but  only , to  a  charge ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  question  of 
the  charge  should  be  transferred  to  the  proceeds,  and  decided 
after  the  sale.  According  to  the  expert  evidence,  the 
purchaser  took  a  perfect  title  under  the  law  of  Lauia^ 
tama;  and  that  Court  was  as  much  justified  in  disregard- 
ing a  mortgage  contrary  to  the  policy  of  its  own  law,  as 
this  Court  was  in  Hope  v.  Hope  in  disregarding  the  action 
of  French  Courts  on  a  question  of  the  custody  of  children, 
which  the  policy  of  our  law  gives  to  the  &ther. 

That  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  the  rule  adopted 
in  Louisiana  as  to  possession,  even  according  to  English 
notions,  is  sufficiently  exemplified  by  Twme's  case  (a). 

The  rule,  moreover,  is  a  rule  of  administration,  like 
those  by  which  priorities  are  fixed,  and  in  such  matters  the 
lex  fori  prevails  according  to  the  law  of  nations:  The 
Union  (i). 

(a)  1  Smith  L  Cas.  1.  (b)  Ludi.  12S. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


219 


[They  also  cited  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws  {a),  and 
Surge's  Commentaries  (&).] 

Sir  Hugh  Cavms,  in  reply : — 

There  are  two  fallacies  in  the  arguments  on  behalf  of  the 
Defendants: — Firsts  it  is  said  that  the  ]a^o{  Louisiana  is  not 
repugnant  to  reason,  and  therefore  must  be  respected.  We 
do  not  allege  that  it  is  imreasonable,  but  we  say  that  it  ought 
not  to  have  been  applied  to  a  case  governed,  according  to  the 
uniyersal  principle,  by  the  lex  loci  contractus,  which  was 
the  law  of  England.  If  this  principle  is  rejected,  there  is 
an  end  of  all  international  law.  Then  the  second  taXlwcj  was 
this :— It  was  said  that  the  property  passed  by  the  sentence 
and  the  sale  and  that  the  case  was  analogous  to  CarrnneU 
▼.  SeweUL  But  this  is  not  sa  The  sale  was  under  a  fi.  £&., 
and  the  Court  guaranteed  no  title  to  the  purchaser.  Fogo 
was  no  party  to  the  proceedings,  and  cannot  plead  them  by 
way  of  estoppel  The  sheriff  only  purported  to  sell  EUn- 
gendsTs'  interest  If  a  sheriff  sells  the  goods  of  Jl  instead 
of  the  goods  of  jB.,  the  purchaser  takes  no  title  ;  and  A. 
cannot  recoyer  against  the  sheriff  because  the  sale  passes 
no  tiUe,  but  must  proceed  in  trover  against  the  purchaser. 

In  Cannmdl  v.  SeweU  there  was  this  marked  distinction, 
that  an  express  statute  gave  the  master  power  to  sell  for 
necessaries.  Here  it  is  not  pretended  that  the  sheriff  had 
power  to  sell  anything  more  than  Klingenders'  interest 
It  is  a  fallacy,  therefore,  to  say  that  the  sale  passed  any 
property  except  subject  to  the  mortgage. 

Then  it  is  said  we  are  bound  by  our  intervention.  But 
it  is  dear  our  intervention  was  against  the  sale  of  the 
ship,  not  a  mere  claim  to  share  the  proceeds.  The  analogy 
insisted  on  of  a  sale  under  a  decree  does  not  touch  us,  for 
Batcen  ▼.  Evans^  the  authority  relied  on,  went  merely  to 
(a)  Sects.  SS4,  SS5,  391,  660.  {b)  Sect  391. 
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1862.  the  point  of  irregularities  in  the  sale,  and  not  to  a  total 
want  of  jurisdiction  to  sell :  Townsend  v.  Warren  (a) 
illustrates  this. 

Arguangnu  There  Can  be  no  question  as  to  what  the  decision  of  the 
Court  of  Louisiana  went  upon.  On  the  face  of  the  judg- 
ments, and  from  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants, 
it  is  clear  that  the  Court  refused  altogether  to  recognise 
any  mortgage  which  was  not  accompanied  by  possession. 

It  is  scarcely  necessary  to  notice  the  suggestion  that  a 
submission  to  the  Louisianian  doctrine  would  only  add 
one  more  to  the  dangers  of  a  mortgagee.  If  true,  this 
would-be  no  argument ;  but  in  £k^  the  risks  pointed  at — 
bottomry  and  respondentia — are  elements  not  of  danger 
but  of  safety,  and  take  their  priority  solely  on  that  account 


1S63. 
February  \Z(k, 

JudgmenL 


ViCE-CHA»c«LLoit  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiffis,  who  represent  the  Bank  of 
Li/verpool,  had  in  the  year  1854  acquired  a  title  to  the 
British  ship  Warbler,  then  at  sea,  by  an  assignment  in  the 
nature  of  a  mortgage,  duly  registered,  and  imquestionably 
valid  according  to  the  law  of  this  country.  The  mortga- 
gors, by  name  Messra  Klvngender^  continued  to  navigate 
the  ship,  which,  according  to  the  law  of  this  country,  they 
might  do  without  any  impeachment  of  the  title  of  the  mort- 
gagees. In  the  course  of  that  navigation,  towards  the  close 
of  18579  ^^^  ship  was  sent  on  a  voyage  to  Ifew  Orleans,  in 
Louisiana,  and  arrived  at  that  port  in  the  month  of 
December. 

In  January 9 1858,  the  vessel  was  attached  by  a  creditor  of 
the  mortgagors,  at  first  by  way  of  process  to  found  jurisdio- 

(a)  1  Jo.  &  Lai.  221,  in  not. 
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tion^and  afterwards  in  a  more  formal  manner,  for  the  purpose 
of  placing  it  in  the  hands  of  the  law,  with  a  view  to  that 
which  ultimately  took  place — a  sale  by  the  sheriff  The 
mortgagees  (the  PlaintifiEb)  had  in  the  meantime,  and 
anterior  to  any  decision  with  reference  to  the  sale  of  the 
ship,  sent  out  a  power  to  their  agent,  Mr.  Mwre,  the 
Briiufh  Consul  at  New  Orleans,  to  take  possession  of  the 
ship  on  their  behalf,  which  by  the  law  of  Suglamd  he 
was  entitled  to  do.  Finding,  however,  the  ship  attached, 
Mr.  Mure  took  the  course  which  the  law  of  Louiaiana 
points  out,  and  intervened  in  the  action,  presenting  to  the 
Court  his  title,  and  claiming  possession  of  the  ship.  The 
result  of  this  was,  that  several  hearings  took  place  with  re- 
ference to  this  intervention. 


1868. 


Judgtnent, 


After  presenting  his  petition,  in  which  he  claimed  the 
ship,  and  before  that  was  ripe  for  decision.  Mure  made  an 
interlocutory  application  by  way  of  motion,  that  on  giving 
a  bond  to  the  value  of  the  ship  to  abide  the  decision  of  the 
Court,  he  might  be  allowed  to  take  immediate  possession 
and  cany  the  ship  off,  leaving  the  question  ultimately  to  be 
determined  on  the  bond.  This  motion  was  distinct  from 
the  petition  of  intervention  by  which  he  claimed  the  ship 
by  virtue  of  his  title  as  representing  the  mortgagees.  The 
result  of  the  whole  case  was  this:  That  the  Court  of 
Louisicma,  having  heard  Mure,  declined  to  recognise  any 
title  whatever  in  him,  and  sold  the  ship,  but  sold  it  under 
process  exactly  analogous  to  our  fi.  fa.,  that  is  to  say,  they 
sold  all  the  right  and  interest  of  Messrs.  KUngender  in  the 
ship.  Apart  from  the  intervention,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
what  the  result  of  this  state  of  things  would  be,  nor  is  there 
any  contest  in  this  respect  upon  the  pleadings.  Of  course, 
a  sale  of  all  the  right  and  interest  of  the  mortgagors,  accord* 
ing  to  oar  law,  would  simply  pass  the  equity  of  redemption 
subject  to  the  mortgage ;  and  if  the  ship  itself  was  sold  by 
any  arrangement  with  the  mortgagees,  the  creditors  would 
be  entitled  only  to  the  surplus  which  might  remain  after 
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paying  tho  mortgage  debt.  That  point  is  not  unimportant 
to  be  kept  in  mincL  Both  from  the  form  of  the  proceedings 
and  from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Bradjord,  it  is  clear  that  the 
sheriff  was  to  sell  oulj  the  right  and  interest  of  the  debtor ; 
and  that  if  Mr.  Mure  had  not  intervened,  his  rights  would 
have  been  unaffected  by  the  sale.  Whenever,  therefore, 
the  ship  came  back  here,  the  Bank  would  have  been  recog- 
nised as  the  owners  to  the  extent  of  their  mortgage,  as  fully 
as  if  no  sale  had  taken  place.  In  fact,  however,  Mure  did 
intervene,  and  the  question  is  how  far  this  has  rendered  the 
sale  binding  against  the  Bank.  Since  the  argument^  I 
have  considered  the  authorities  maturely,  in  order  to  extract 
the  principles  which  govern  the  action  of  our  Courts  with 
reference  to  a  foreign  judgment  of  this  character,  supposing 
the  conclusion  to  be  arrived  at,  that  it  is  erroneous  on  the 
face  of  it 


Whether  this  judgment  does  so  err  or  not  against 
the  recognised  principles  of  what  has  been  commonly 
called  the  Comity  of  Nations,  by  refusing  to  regard  the 
law  of  the  country  where  the  title  to  the  ship  was  acquired, 
is  one  of  the  points  which  I  have  to  consider.  But 
I  will  first  discuss  the  general  question,  to  what  extent 
the  Courts  of  this  country  recognise  the  judgments  of 
foreign  tribunals.  The  broad  principle  which  has  been  es- 
tablished is,  I  take  it,  this,  that  a  good  title  acquired  in 
one  country  shall  be  a  good  title  all  over  the  globe ;  that 
general  doctrine  being  qualified  by  special  rules  applicable 
to  different  classes  of  property.  As  to  real  estate,  the  legal 
title  to  property  throughout  the  globe  cannot  be  acquired 
except  according  to  the  laws  of  that  country  in  which  the 
real  estate  is  situated  Every  transfer  of  real  property  is 
governed  by  the  lex  loci  rei  sitse.  As  regards  the  acquisi- 
tion of  title  to  property  of  a  moveable  nature,  questions 
sometimes  arise  whether  the  lex  loci  contractus  shall  pre- 
vail, or  the  law  of  the  domicile  of  the  partiea  In  this  case 
it  is  immaterial  to  consider  that  question,  because  the  two 
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circumstances  concur,  both  the  place  of  the  contract  and 
the  domicile  of  the  parties  having  been  British.    Some- 
times also  the  lex  loci  rei  sitae  has  been  thought  to  be  ap* 
plicable  even  to  moveables ;  but  it  is  unnecessary  here  to 
consider  whether,  under  any  circumstances,  that  rule  can 
prevail,  because  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  any  special 
locality  is  to  be  ascribed  to  the  ship  at  the  time  of  the  con- 
tract, it  must  be  regarded  as  situated  in  this  country.  There- 
fore, by  every  possible  rule  that  can  be  conceived  to  apply, 
the  Plaintifis  acquired  a  title  to  the  ship,  which,  according 
to  ordinary  jurisprudence,  and  the  comity  of  nations  as  re- 
cognised throughout  the  civilised  world,  would  have  given 
them  a  title  in  every  part  of  the  globe.     However,  the  ship 
going  to  Louisiana,  the  question  has  arisen  how  far  this 
title  can  be  displaced  by  a  peculiar  doctrine  established  by 
the  Courts  of  that  State.  I  may  fairly  call  it  a  peculiar  doo- 
tiine,  for  it  is  disapproved  of  by  one  of  the  most  eminent 
jurists  of  America,  Mr.  Justice  Story:  it  is  referred  to  by 
Chancellor  Kent  or  his  editor  in  a  note  to  his  Commentaries 
as  being  so  disapproved  of,  without  any  particular  comment  of 
his  own  :  and  it  is  also  referred  to  unfavourably  by  an  emi- 
nent jurist  of  our  own  country,  the  late  Mr.  Burge,     The 
rule  amounts  to  this:  the  Courts  of  LouisHanci  decline  to  re- 
cognise any  title  to  a  ship  or  any  other  chattel  which  is  not 
acquired  in  the  mode  pointed  out  by  their  own  law.     They 
say,  that  in  adjudicating  on  the  rights  of  creditors  attaching 
property  within  their  jurisdiction  they  will  be  governed 
solely  by  the  title  which  appears  to  be  acquired  according  to 
their  own  course  of  law,  and  will  disregard  all  other.     In 
this  state  of  circumstances  the  difficulty  becomes  very  great, 
in  saying  how  f&i  the  general  principle  of  law  which  I  have 
referred  to,  namely,  that  every  person  properly  and  righte- 
ously acquiring  a  title  to  property  in  one  country  shall 
bold  it  all  over  the  globe,  can  be  held  to  apply.     The  pre- 
sent Defendant,  the  purchaser  at  the  sale  in  New  Orleans, 
has  acquired  a  title  certaikily  good  according  to  the  law  of 
vou  I.  Q 
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1868.  Louisiana M  there  administered;  and  it  comes  to  be  a 
S1MP8OK  contest  between  the  prior  title  acquired  in  England,  which 
in  every  country  except  Louisiana  would  be  recognised, 
and  the  title  acquired  by  the  law  of  Louisiana  in  defeasance 
of  that  prior  title,  a  contest  in  truth  whether  we  are  to  re- 
cognise the  higher  paramount  law  which  regulates  the  ac- 
quisition of  property  by  way  of  contract,  or  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Louisiana,  which  has  conferred  title  in 
the  manner  I  am  about  to  describe.  And  in  the  first 
place  I  should  say,  that  in  speaking  of  title  having  been 
conferred  by  the  Court  o{  Louisian/i,  I  do  not  mean  to  imply 
that  there  was  any  proceeding  in  rem.  There  was  nothing 
of  that  kind,  though  there  was  a  judgment  against  the 
claim  of  the  present  Plain ti£b.  It  was  scarcely  argued  for  the 
Defendants,  that  there  was  a  judgment  in  rem.  What  the 
Court  did  was  simply  to  direct  a  sale  of  all  the  right  and 
interest  of  the  Klingenders;  and  by  the  intervention  on 
behalf  of  the  FlaintifiGs,  by  their  claiming  the  ship  against 
the  creditors,  and  protesting  against  this  sale  in  due  legal 
form,  the  case  was  brought,  as  I  take  it,  to  a  judgment 
inter  partes,  or  at  least  it  is  brought  so  closely  within  the 
doctrines  applicable  to  a  judgment  inter  partes,  that  I  am 
bound  to  decide  this  case  on  the  assumption  that  there 
has  been  a  plain  and  clear  decision  as  between  the  Plaintifib 
and  the  selling  creditor  adverse  to  the  present  Plaintiffs. 
The  Defendant,  the  purchaser,  therefore,  who  claims  through 
the  act  of  the  Court,  under  the  right  of  the  creditor  who 
set  the  Court  in  motion,  must  be  regarded  as  claiming 
undar  the  decision  of  the  Court  between  adverse  parties, 
from  one  of  whom  he  derives  his  title. 

The  case  is  so  peculiar,  that  it  is  very  difficult  to  bring  it 
under  any  general  head  of  the  law  on  the  subject  of  foreign 
judgments.  The  law  of  foreign  judgments  is  now  so  well  set- 
tied,  especially  since  the  case  otRioardo  v.  Garcias,  in  the 
Houseof  Lords,  that  thegeneralquestion  preaeutsnodifficulty. 
It  is  now  quite  settled  that  a  decision  inter  partes  by  a  foreign 
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Coartk  u  eondnsive  between  tbe  parUes  and  those  claiming 
under  them,  in  any  other  country,  aobject  only  to  the  question 
how  far  you  may  examine  the  j  udgment  for  error  appearing  on 
the  face  of  it.  In  the  absence  of  error  appearing  on  the  face 
of  the  judgment  itself,  with  which  aGourt  in  this  country  can 
deal,  the  judgment  ie  conclusive  upon  tbe  merits  of  the  mat- 
ter in  controversy  between  the  two  parties  to  the  litigation. 
The  latest  case  I  have  found  is  De  Cosse  Brisaac  v.  RaAh- 
bone  (a),  in  which  the  Court  said,  the  point  was  too  dear 
for  argument,  and  that  a  foreign  judgment  could  now  be 
pleaded  in  bar  in  a  suit  in  this  country,  provided  it  was  be- 
tween the  same  parties  and  on  the  same  subject  matter.  But 
when  that  is  laid  down,  there  still  remains  the  question,  how 
far  theCourts  can  examine  a  foreign  judgment  with  reference 
to  anything  that  appears  on  the  face  of  it;  and  there  are  se- 
veral cases  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  Court  is  at  li- 
berty to  disregard  a  foreign  judgment  for  error  so  ap- 
parent. Without  enumerating  them  all,  it  is  enough  for 
the  present  purpose  to  say,  that  a  foreign  judgment  may 
be  disregarded  if  any  thing  manifestly  contrary  to  natural 
justice,  as  it  is  called,  is  found  on  the  face  of  the  record,  as 
in  Biichanan  v.  Rucker  (6),  whore  it  appeared  that  process 
had  not  been  served,  except  by  a  notice  on  the  church  door, 
the  party  not  being  resident  on  the  spot  or  within  the 
jurisdiction.  There  it  was  held,  that  a  judgment  founded 
on  such  proceedings  was  not  condusive. 

Again,  it  has  been  held  in  several  cases,  especially  on  the 
subject  of  prize,  (a  point  not  unimportant  in  the  present  liti- 
gation),tbatany  peculiar  legislation  of  foreign  countries  which 
has  not  been  recognised  by  the  world  at  large,  any  peculiar 
legislation  of  their  own  with  regard  to  a  special  subject  mat- 
ter, may  destroy  the  conclusive  effect  of  a  judgment  if  it  ap- 
pears on  the  fiice  of  the  record  as  the  ground  of  decision.  For 
instance,  it  has  been  decided  in  an  action  on  a  policy  effected 
during  a  war,  on  the  footing  of  a  declaration  that  the  ship 
was  neutral,  that  where,  by  the  local  legislation  of  some 

(fl)  6  H.  &  N.  301.  (b)  9  East,  192. 
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Europe,  ships  are  held  to  forfeit  their  neutrality  if  they 
contravene  particular  regulations  not  acquiesced  in  by  the 
world  in  general,  the  Courts  of  all  other  countries  are 

^'"^^  entitled  to  disregard  such  special  regulations,  and  to  treat 
even  a  judgment  in  rem  as  inoperative  on  the  question  of 
neutrality. 

Then  there  is  a  third  class  of  cases  of  which  NoveUi  ▼. 
Roaai  (a)  is  an  instance.     If  it  appears  on  the  fsu^e  of  the 
record  (the  judgment  not  being  in  rem  but  in  a  litigation 
inter  partes)  that  the  law  of  this  country  was  intended  to 
be  administered,  but  has  been  mistaken :    there  also  the 
Court  feels  itself  entitled  to  disregard  the  judgment.     The 
error,  however^  must  appear  on  the  face  of  the  judgment 
itself;  and,  subject  to  exceptions  of  this  kind,  the  Courts 
have  held  the  judgments  of  foreign  countries  to  be  con- 
clusive :  a  rvde  which  has  been  considered  to  apply  with 
additional  force  to  judgments  in  colonies  of  our  own,  be- 
cause they  are  subject  to  a  special  appeal  to  the  Privy  Coun- 
cil.    I  myself  have  always  felt  bound  to  adhere  as  strongly 
as  possible  to  that   doctrine;  and  I  think  it   only  right 
to  mention  one  case  in  which  it  appears  that  I  transgressed 
from  adhering  to  it  too  rigidly.     That  was  in   Hunter  v. 
Stewart,  in  which  I  thought  the  Plaintiff  was  estopped 
from  further  proceedings  here,  he  having  filed  a  Bill  in 
respect  of  the  same  subject  matter,  and  praying  the  same 
relief,   but  on  a  different  ground,  in  one  of  the  colonies 
of  Australia.    The  Lord  Chancellor  was  of  opinion  that 
the  foundation  of  the  claim  being  new,  although  relat- 
ing to  the   same  subject  matter,  and  based  on  rights 
which  the  Plaintiff  possessed  and  knew  be  possessed  at 
the  time  he  instituted  the  original  proceedings,  he  might 
file  a  new  Bill  founded  on  that   equity  of  which  he  did 
not  avail  himself  in   the  former  suit.     I  only  find  a  re- 
port of  it  at  present  in  the  *^  Law  Journal "  (&),  in  which 

(a)  2  B.  &  Ad.  757.  (6)  31  L.  J.,  N.  S.,  348. 
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the  Lard  Chancellor  obfierres,  that  one  test  of  the  Bill  being 
for  the  same  matter  would  be^  whether  an  answer  to  the 
allegations  in  the  first  suit  would  be  any  answer  to  the 
allegations  in  the  second,  and,  finding  it  would  not,  says  : 
'"It  may  be  admitted  that  the  case  made  by  the  first  Bill 
was  insufficient  to  bind  the  Company  consistently  with 
holding  that  the  case  made  by  the  second  Bill  is  sufficient 
to  bind  the  Company ;  and  this  is  the  result  not  of  new 
evidence,  but  of  the  allegation  and  proof  in  the  second 
suit  of  an  entirely  different  series  of  acts  and  conduct  on 
the  part  of  the  Company.  It  is  a  different  equity.  It  is 
indeed  true  that  the  case  made  by  the  second  Bill  must  be 
taken  to  have  been  known  to  the  Plaintiff  at  the  time  of 
the  institution  of  the  first,  and  might  have  been  then 
brought  forward,  and  it  may  be  said,  therefore,  that  it 
ought  not  now  to  be  entertained  ;  but  I  find  no  authority 
for  this  position  in  civil  suits,  and  no  case  was  cited  at  the 
bar,  nor  have  I  been  able  to  find  any,  in  which  a  decree  of 
dismissal  of  a  former  Bill  has  been  treated  as  a  bar  to  a 
new  suit  asking  the  same  relief,  but  stating  a  different  case, 
giving  rise  to  a  different  equity."  Certainly,  I  had  supposed 
(erroneously,  no  doubt)  that  the  view  which  appears  to  be 
taken  by  Yice-Chancellor  Wigram  in  a  case  of  Henderson 
T.  Henderson  (a),  prevailed  in  reference  to  such  a  point, 
namely,  that  a  person  being  in  full  possession  of  all  his 
rights,  is  not  entitled  to  keep  back  some  portion  of  them, 
to  file  a  Bill  in  respect  of  one  portion  of  his  case,  and  after 
&Oing  in  that  to  file  another  Bill  with  the  same  object  in  re- 
spect of  the  other  portion,  upon  new  and  different  grounds. 
What  Yice-Chancellor  Wigram  says  is  this : — "  The  plea  of 
168  judicata  applies,  except  in  special  cases,  not  only  to 
points  upon  which  the  Court  was  actually  required  by  parties 
to  form  an  opinion  and  pronounce  judgment,  but  to  every 
point  which  properly  belonged  to  the  subject  of  litigation, 
and  which  the  parties  exercising  reasonable  diligence  might 
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1869.  have  brought  forward  at  the  time/'  Then  he  refers  to 
Bills  of  review,  and  the  prioeiple  fisllowed  in  that  respect*. 
That  was  the  ground  on  which  I  thought  it  right  to  proceed. 
It  was  the  same  ground  which  was  taken  in  the  very  same 
case  of  Henderson  v.  Henderson  in  the  Queen's  Bench 
by  Lord  Chief  Justice  Denfrvan  (a);  and  the  opinion  of 
the  Lord  Chief  Justice  is  referred  to  with  approbation 
in  the  case  of  TJie  Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Nias  (b\ 
where  Lord  Camipbell  says  : — '*  In  the  absence  of  direct 
authority,  it  gives  us  great  satisfaction  to  think  that  Lord 
Dewman  seems  to  have  taken  the  same  view  of  the  sub- 
ject in  Ferguson  v.  Mahon,  and  still  more  distinctly  in 
Henderson  v.  Henderson,  where  he  intimates  a  clear  opinion 
that  a  plea  to  an  action  on  the  judgment  of  a  colonial 
Uourt  ought  to  ste^  clear  of  an  inquiiy  into  the  merits  of 
the  case,  for  whatever  constituted  a  defence  in  that  Court 
ought  to  have  been  pleaded  there."  That,  no  doubt,  ia 
limited  to  defences  ;  and  the  Lord  Chancellor's  judgment 
has  determined  that  a  Plaintiff  may  subsequently  upon 
different  equities  file  two  or  three  Bills  for  the  same  subject 
matter.  I  have  thought  it  right  to  make  these  observar 
tions,  in  order  that  I  may  not  appear  to  overstate  the 
ease  as  to  the  effect  of  a  foreign  judgment,  in  saying 
generally  that  a  foreign  judgment,  except  for  such  errors 
on  the  face  of  it  as  I  have  desoribedi  must  be  held  to  be 
conclusive. 

But  then  occurs  the  peculiar  case  I  have  before  me, 
which  is  that  of  a  foreign  judgment  in  which  the  Court 
has  not  mistaken  our  law  at  all,  but,  after  distinctly  sta- 
ting it  on  the  face  of  the  judgment^  has  said  that  it  disre- 
gards it  for  reasons  which  no  doubt  are  entitled  to  great 
weight,  so  much  so  indeed  as  to  have  caused  me  some 
anxiety  as  to  the  decision  of  this  case.  For  these  reasons, 
the  Court  haa  said  that  in  the  case  of  a  conflict  between 
the  policy  of  their  law  and  that  of  a  foreign  country,  they 
(a)  6  Q.B.  28S,  (A)  16  Q.  B.  737. 
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#31,  where  the  intereBts  of  their  citiiseBfl  lequire  it,  disregard  ides. 
the  title  acquired  by  foreign  law  in  favour  of  their  own 
citiaene^  who,  according  to  their  law,  would  be  entitled  to 
reliei  I  ought  perhaps  first  to  notice  a  preliminary  question, 
whether  I  have  a  right  to  look  at  the  reasons  assigned  by 
the  judges  as  part  of  the  judgment.  I  apprehend  clearly 
that  I  have.  The  question  was  gone  into  by  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  in  the  case  of  Beimera  v.  Druce,  and 
having  before  me  a  transcript  of  the  record  which  con- 
tains those  reasons,  like  the  jugemens  motives  of  the 
Frendi  Courts,  I  must  regard  the  reasons  as  forming  a 
portion  of  the  judgment  itseE 

Now  I  approach  the  facts,  which  do  not  require  to  be  stated 
much  more  at  length  than  in  the  summary  with  which  I  com- 
menced my  judgment  The  ship  was  attached  for  a  large 
debt^  being  at  that  time  undoubtedly  in  possession  of  the 
mortgagors  and  not  of  the  mortgagees.  Very  soon  after  that, 
but  still  after  it,  the  mortgagees  attempted  to  obtain  posses- 
sion through  the  medium  of  Mure  ;  and  it  is  quite  clear, 
according  to  the  AvMriccm  law,  that  Murt  might  have 
abstained  altogether,  and  that,  if  he  had  aj>stained,  this  diffi- 
culty would  not  have  arisen,  and  the  title  of  the  Plaintiffs  in 
this  Court  would  have  been  perfectly  clear.  But  he  did 
intervene  by  two  processes.  The  first  of  these  (though 
the  last  decided)  was  an  intervention  by  a  petition  set- 
ting forth  the  title  to  the  ship,  and  praying  that  the 
Plainti£b  in  the  action  might  be  decreed  to  answer  the 
petition,  and  that  it  might  be  declared  that  the  petitioner 
was  entitled,  as  creditor,  to  have  the  ship  delivered  up  to 
him  to  hold  and  dispose  of  the  same  for  the  purposes  of  the 
mortgaga  This  was  the  formal  intervention  in  the  suit^ 
and  was  followed  a  few  days  later  by  an  interlocutory 
proceeding  or  motion,  by  which  Mwrt  claimed  to  have  the 
ship  delivered  to  him  upon  bond,  without  waiting  for  the 
final  adjudication.    This  motion  came  on  to  be  heard  oq 
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the  1 8th  January,  and  a  rule  to  shew  cause  was  granted, 
which  was  argued  and  dismissed  with  costs  on  the  6th  Feb- 
ruary. The  judges,  in  the  reasons  filed  with  this  judgment^ 
say,  that  there  is  no  law  authorising  an  intervener  who 
claims  the  property  attached  to  give  sach  bond,  and  distin- 
guish the  case  from  one  where  goods  were  consigned  to  a 
person  who  had  made  advances  on  them,  and  was  in  posses- 
sion of  a  bill  of  lading,  and  as  such  entitled  to  possession. 
Then  they  proceed  thus : — **  But  the  instrument  by  which 
the  PlaintiiF  in  this  rule  has  offered  to  prove  title  to  the  pro- 
perty seized,  and  the  possession  thereof,  is  nothing  more  than 
a  mortgage.  The  mortgagee  is  not  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  the  property  mortgaged ;  his  right  is  to  be  paid  by  pre* 
ference  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  mortgage  pro- 
perty."    For  these  reasons  they  dismiss  the  rule  with  costs. 


I  will  pause  for  a  moment  on  that  judgment,  which 
seems  to  me  to  disclose  the  root  of  the  fallacy  which  runs 
through  the  whole  course  of  proceeding  of  the  Courts  of 
Louisiana,  I  find  the  same  reasoning  on  several  other  occa- 
sions when  the  case  was  brought  before  the  Court  The  Courts 
of  Lauiaiana  treat  this  moi-tgage  title,  which  according  to 
English  law  is  recognised  as  an  absolute  right  in  the  mort- 
gagee entitling  him  to  sell  and  not  authorising  any  one 
else  to  sell  without  his  consent^  as  amounting  to  nothing 
more  than  a  right  to  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  a  sale, 
without  saying  by  whom  the  sale  is  to  be  conducted.  They 
assume,  in  fact,  that  the  Court  has  a  right,  as  against  the 
mortgagee  (which  according  to  English  law  the  Court 
would  not  have),  to  sell  the  chattel  itself^  leaving  him  to  be 
paid,  if  he  has  a  title  to  be  paid,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale.  The  distinction  is  very  important;  for  this  reason, 
that  all  the  authorities  admit,  that^  with  reference  to 
the  priority  of  creditors,  in  the  administration  of  assets, 
the  lex  fori  prevails.  When  you  have  chattels  to  be  sold, 
and  assets  of  a  testator  to  be  distributed  here  in  England, 
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they  will  be  applied  first  in  paying  Crown  debts,  then  judg- 
ment debts,  specialty  debts,  and  simple  contract  debts  in 
order,  and  the  property  would  in  any  case  be  administered 
and  the  priorities  settled  according  to  the  lex  fori;  but 
here  what  strikes  me  is  this,  that  it  was  not  a  question  of 
administering  assets  at  all,  but  a  question  of  property. 
The  mortgagee,  according  to  our  law,  is  entitled  to  hold  the 
ship  against  all  the  world ;  and  if  he  says  '*  It  is  not  conve- 
▼ient  to  me  to  sell — I  shall  exercise  my  rights  as  I  think 
best,"  he  cannot  be  compelled  to  have  the  property  sold, 
and  come  in  and  make  title  to  such  portion  of  the  assets  as 
he  can  claim.  That  consideration  displaces  the  whole  line 
of  argument  adopted  by  the  LouisiaTia  Court.  The  view 
taken  by  the  Court  in  the  first  instance,  upon  tlie  claim  to 
give  bond  for  the  ship,  was  founded  partly  on  technical 
grounds,  and  partly  on  the  reason  which  I  haye  mentioned. 
This  was  followed  by  several  other  proceedings,  not  very 
material  to  be  noticed  until  we  come  to  the  Hearing  of  the 
86th  of  January,  1859,  when  the  original  petition  of  inter- 
vention claiming  the  property  in  the  ship  was  adjudicated 
upon  by  the  Lower  Court  The  judge  on  this  occasion 
reiterates  the  fallacy  already  noticed.  He  says,  "  I  regard 
the  document  relied  on  by  the  opponent  as  a  mortgage  for 
the  security  of  a  debt»  and  not  as  a  bill  of  sale  of  the  ship. 
The  instrument  being  regarded  in  this  light,  it  follows  that 
the  opponent  is  a  mortgage  creditor,  and  not  an  owner.'* 
There,  again,  the  Court  totally  refuses  to  recognise  our  law 
by  which  the  Bank  were  owners,  though  owners  by  way  of 
mortgage ;  but  clearly  owners  in  the  sense  of  being  entitled 
to  say,  **  No  one  but  ourselves  shall  sell  the  ship ;  we  are 
not  bound  to  leave  the  ship  to  be  sold  by  others,  and  then 
to  claim  a  share  of  the  proceeda"  Those  were  the  decisions 
of  the  Fourth  District  Court,  and  in  both  cases  appeals 
were  lodged. 
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1868.  the  motion  to  bond  the  ship,  as  it  is  termed.  The  Su- 
SufpsoN  {o^me  Court  of  LovAsiana,  gave  judgment  on  that  appeal 
j,^  on  the  Slst  of  January,  1859,  and,  as  in  the  former  in- 
stances, the  reasons  of  the  judges  are  stated  on  the  record . 
They  say,  **  Mr.  TT.  Mure  has  applied  for  possession  of  the 
ship  on  giving  a  bond,  and  bases  his  application  upon  the 
allegation,  that  during  the  litigation  great  expense  will  be 
incurred  by  the  detention  and  custody  of  the  ship,  and 
produces  an  instrument  executed  by  the  owners  in  Lvoer- 
pool,  Englomd,  for  the  security  of  the  Bank,  by  which 
the  ship  was  conveyed  to  Langton  as  trustee  for  the  Bank, 
with  authority  to  sell  and  pay  the  debt''  Then  they  notice 
that  the  bill  of  sale  does  not  purport  to  convey  the  ship  to 
the  Bank,  but  to  a  trustee,  and  add  this  observation : — 
"  The  Bank  is,  therefore,  not  the  owner.  At  common  law, 
the  instrument,  we  suppose,  would  be  considered,  as  between 
the  parties  at  least,  to  convey  the  legal  title  in  the  ship  to 
Langton.  The  only  rights  the  Bank  of  Liveipocl  could 
have  would  be  a  right  in  Chancery  to  enforce  execu-* 
tion  of  the  trust.  Hence  the  most  favourable  footing  on 
which  the  claim  of  the  intervener  can  be  placed,  is  that 
of  a  creditor  with  a  privilege;  he  has^  therefore,  no 
right  to  the  possession  of  the  property,  and  must  en- 
force whatever  rights  he  may  have  upon  the  proceeds, 
precisely  as  the  attaching  creditors  are  compelled  to  da" 
Then  they  aasume  that  their  law  confers  the  right  to  set 
aside  an  attachment  by  giving  bond  only  upon  owners  and 
not  upon  creditors. 

Now  there  again  the  Supreme  Court  seems  to  hold  what 
appears  to  me  to  be  the  fundamental  fallacy  which  per- 
vades the  whole  course  of  procedure.  They  do  not  look  to 
the  English  law  to  ascertain  what  the  rights  are  under  a 
conveyance  in  trust  to  sell  or  by  way  of  mortgage,  but  they 
treat  the  mortgagee  as  having  only  a  privilege  giving  him 
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a  certain  degree  of  priority,  whatever  it  may  be,  which 
is  to  be  adjudged  and  settled  accodring  to  Laumamu  law. 
If  they  were  right  in  denying  the  ownership,  the  question 
would  resolve  itself  into  one  of  priority,  merely  a  question 
of  the  distribution  of  assets,  in  which  case  the  Court  whidi 
has  the  jurisdiction  over  the  assets,  has  the  right  to  say  that 
tiiey  shall  be  distributed  according  to  the  law  of  the  coun- 
try where  the  distribution  is  asked  for.  But  the  Bank 
were  claiming  as  owners,  and  utterly  disputing  the  r^ht  of 
the  Court  to  deal  with  the  assets  in  any  way. 

Now  I  come  to  the  decision  of  the  main  case,  on  the  ap- 
peal from  the  order  dismissing  the  petition  of  intervention 
The  case  was  decided  by  the  Supreme  Court  on  the  13th 
January,  1 860,  and  seems  to  have  been  heard  by  a  full  Court, 
and  evidently  from  the  terms  of  the  judgment  was  argued 
at  length,  and  received  a  most  attentive  and  able  conridera- 
tion.  I  have  given  to  this  judgment  the  most  anxious  con- 
sideration. The  judges  state  the  case  thus : — "  The  Bank 
of  Liverpool,  as  vendee  and  trustee,  claims  the  legal  title 
of  the  ship.  The  petition  of  intervention  was  dismissed  on 
the  trial  in  the  Lower  Court,  and  the  intervener  appeals. 
The  case  merits  perhaps  a  synopsis  of  the  instrument  up- 
on which  the  intervention  is  founded.'^  Then  they  say, 
that  by  this  instrument  Klingender  Brothers  nominally 
sell  to  Larufton,  chief  manager  of  the  Bank,  the  ship 
Warbler,  in  trust  tliat  the  same  may  be  a  continual 
security  to  the  Bank  for  the  money  due  or  to  become  due  ; 
that  LaTiffton,  the  trustee,  is  authorised  to  sell  the  ship^ 
and  to  apply  the  proceedef,  firsts  to  costs ;  secondly,  to  the 
debt  due  to  the  Bank ;  and  the  remainder  to  KU/agender 
Brothers  ;  and  that  another  clause  obliges  the  trustee,  on 
aatis&ction  of  the  trust,  to  re-convey.  After  this  descrip- 
tion of  the  deed,  they  proceed  thus  :— 

*'  The  instrument  is  no  doubt  executed  in  conformity  to 
the  Act  of  Parliament  and  the  Eriglish  law.      Under 
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that  law  the  iotervenor  would  have  been  able  in  the  En^ 
gUsh  Courts  to  protect  himself  against  subsequent  pur- 
chasers^  creditors,  and  the  effects  of  bankruptcy.  If  it  be 
admitted  that  the  intervenor  has  such  rights  upon  the  ship 
by  the  English  law,  the  question  naturally  arises,  Why  are 
not  these  rights  entitled  to  be  respected  in  LovAaiancu, 
particularly  as  all  parties  to  this  controyersy  have  their 
domicile  in  England  t  It  is  not  surprising  that  the  ques- 
tion is  repeated,  and  that  the  Courts  are  again  and  again 
called  upon  to  answer  it  The  comity  of  nations  extends 
only  to  enforce  obligations,  contracts,  and  rights,  under 
those  provisions  of  law  of  other  countries  which  are  ana- 
logous or  similar  to  those  of  the  State  where  the  litigation 
arises.  The  instrument  offered  in  evidence  has  no  analogy 
to  any  mode  known  to  our  law,  of  affecting  personal  pro- 
perty for  the  security  of  debts.  It  purports  to  sell  to  one 
man  to  protect  the  rights  of  a  third  person,  and  yet  the 
vendor  is  to  retain  possession.  The  contract  is  not  a  sale 
nor  a  pledge,  for  there  is  no  delivery  which  our  law  deems 
essential  in  order  to  perfect  either  contract  as  to  third  per- 
sona As  our  law  would  not  enforce  a  similar  contract  be- 
tween our  own  citizens  if  made  here,  it  will  not  enforce  it 
to  defeat  rights  already  acquired  by  the  attachment  under 
our  own  lawa" 

That  sentence  contains  the  whole  principle  of  the  judg- 
ment. There  are  some  other  reasons  added,  but  the  essence 
of  the  judgment  really  is  this :  "The  law  of  Louisiana  does 
not  allow  a  mortgage,  or  any  other  dealing  without  delivery, 
to  convey  a  right  of  property  as  between  citizens  of  Ixmis^ 
iana,  and  therefore  we  will  not  allow  any  such  right  as 
against  our  own  citizens  at  the  instance  of  foreigners,  al- 
though the  law  of  the  foreign  country  where  the  contract 
was  made  does  give  full  effect  to  the  transfer  of  ownership." 
After  laying  down  this  doctrine,  the  judges  discuss  the  autho- 
rities in  their  own  Courts,  and  remark  that  ''the  hardship  of 
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their  rale  is  not  80  great  when  it  is  considered  tbat  in  case  of 
ahipa  it  usoally  happens  that  the  parties  holding  liens  and 
mortgages  in  the  home  port  have  had  the  opportunity  of 
enforcing  the  same,  and  have  voluntarily  permitted  the  ship 
to  depart  without  so  doing."  They  also  notice  an  argument 
that  the  instrument  was  assimilated  more  to  a  vente  &  TimiT& 
of  their  law  than  a  mortgage,  and  hold  that  it  could  not  be 
80  regarded,  and  could  be  viewed  in  no  other  light  than  as  a 
secority  for  money.  In  conclusion  they  hold  that  the  inter- 
venorhas  no  right  in  the  ship,  and  declare  their  judgment 
finaL 

Subsequently,  on  the  distribution  of  the  proceeds,  the 
Courts  gave  no  portion  of  the  assets  to  the  mortgagees 

That  being  the  course  of  the  litigation,  I  have  to  look  to 
the  evidence  of  what  the  law  of  Louiaimui  is.  The  judg- 
ment supplies  it  to  a  great  extent,  and  we  have  also  in 
the  Answer  set  forth  certain  portions  of  the  law  of  Louia- 
iama — ^Acts  of  their  Legislature— which  are  only  important 
on  a  minor  part  of  the  case,  relating  to  priorities  given  to 
certain  creditors  for  wharfiage  and  anchorage,  sailors' 
wages,  &a  Besides  this,  we  have  the  evidence  of  Mr. 
Bradfordg  which  I  do  not  think  really  carries  the  law 
further  than  the  judgment  of  the  Court  itself  would 
do.  His  evidence  goes  first  to  the  point  I  have  already 
considered,  as  to  the  effect  of  the  intervention  accord- 
ing to  the  law  of  the  State  of  Lcyudaicma,  and  the  rest 
amounts  to  this,  that^  according  to  the  law  of  tbat  State 
relating  to  shipping,  the  persons  who  have  possession  of 
a  ship  as  owners,  are  for  all  purposes  deemed  to  be  the 
true  owners.  That  really  does  not  go  a  step  beyond  the 
law  laid  down  on  the  face  of  Che  judgment.  The  whole 
question  is,  whether  the  mortgagors  were  in  possession  as 
owners.  According  to  English  law,  the  mortgagors  have 
not  possession  of  the  ship  as  owners,  they  have  only  posses- 
sion subject  to  the  mortgage;  and  I  do  not  apprehend  the 
witness  means  to  include  persons  who  are  merely  apparent 
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owners,  because  that  would  extend  to  possession  by  factors, 
a  subject  with  which  he  is  evidently  not  dealing.  The  law 
of  Louimana,  therefore,  as  laid  down  in  this  case,  says, 
that  a  mortgagee  who  has  a  perfectly  good  title,  a 
complete  owner  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  to 
which  the  contract  belongs,  ceases  to  be  the  owner  the  mo- 
ment the  vessel  arrives  at  Louieiana^  as  against  any  credi- 
tor of  his  mortgagor  who  may  attach  the  ship. 

The  case  was  most  ably  argued  for  the  Defendants,  and 
I  was  pressed  very  strongly  with  the  contention  that  when  a 
person  is  allowed  to  be  in  the  management  and  control  of 
property,  which  he  holds  not  as  absolute  owner,  but  subject 
to  a  mortgage,  there  is  nothing  contrary  to  natural  justice 
in  saying,  Uiati  as  regards  creditors  and  third  parties,  he 
shall  be  deemed  owner  to  all  intents  and  purposes.  Refer- 
ence was  made  to  cases  of  reputed  ownership,  distresses  by 
landlords,  and  a  variety  of  other  illustrations ;  but  I  appre- 
hend that  the  whole  of  this  argument  is  beside  the  contro^ 
versy  here.  If  the  State  of  Louisiana  had  been  minded 
to  pass  a  special  Act,  and  to  give  all  the  world  notice  (as 
we  have  done  in  respect  to  reputed  ownership  by  passing 
our  BaukrupU^  Act),  that,  as  regards  property  coming 
within  their  jurisdiction,  the  apparent  owner  should  (in  the 
interest  of  their  citizens)  be  treated  as  owner  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  so  far  at  any  rate  as  to  pass  the  property  to 
creditors,  a  very  different  case  would  be  presented  from 
that  which  I  have  to  consider.  This  distinction  is  what 
appears  to  be  pointed  at  by  Mr.  Justice  Story,  when  he 
comments  on  the  decisions  of  the  Courts  of  Louisiana 
with  great  dissatisfection.  He  says,  it  might  be  veiy 
well  for  the  legislature  to  lay  down  some  such  rule^  but 
he  thinks  it  contrary  to  sound  jurisprudence  for  a  Court 
(in  the  absence  of  positive  enactment)  to  say,  that  who- 
ever brings  a  chattel  within  their  jurisdiction  as  apparent 
owner,  shall  be  deemed  to  be  the  true  owner — a  sweeping 
doctrine  which  would  embrace  the  case  of  fectora  and 
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others  of  that  deacription.    He  adds,  that  a  judge  so  decid-        1868. 
log  disfdaoes  the  title  of  the  owner  of  the  ship  altogether       Sixpsok 
by  saying  ''that  is  an  ownership  I  will  not  regard."        j^ 
That  is  exactly  the  course  which  the  judges  have  taken 
here.     On  the  face  of  their  judgment  they  treat  the  mort- 
gagee as  absolute  owner  according  to  the  law  of  England i 
and  then  they  say  that  coming  into  their  State  he  is  not 
to  be  treated  as  owner  by  their  CourtsL 

Although  this  is  the  prevailing  doctrine  in  Lomsiana, 
the  judges  do  seem  to  have  had  some  misgivings  about  it. 
I  shall  presently  notice  one  remarkaUe  exception  to  the 
general  current  of  their  decisions,  Thuret  v.  Jenkins  (a), 
where  the  judgment  seems  originally  to  have  proceeded  on 
a  class  of  authorities  more  in  consonance  with  the  general 
administration  of  the  law  as  between  the  subjects  of  foreign 
countries.    The  histoiy  of  the  doctrine  which  has  been 
applied  in  this  case  may  be  traced  in  the  reported  decisions 
of  the  Courts  of  Louidana,    The  first  class  of  cases  they 
had  to  deal  with  was  that  of  ships  actually  in  their  own 
ports  belonging  to  foreigners,  Imd  properly  sold  according  to 
the  foreign  law  while  lying  in  the  ports  of  Louiaicma.  That 
seems  to  have  been  the  first  dass  of  cases  in  which  the  rule  of 
disregarding  ownership  without  possession  was  established, 
and  it  was  afterwards  extended  to  other  cases  similar  to 
the  one  I  have  before  me.  I  have  had  the  Reports  before  me, 
and  it  was  with  reference  to  them  that  I  remarked  that  some 
question  had  been  raised,  whether  the  lex  loci  rei  sitee  might 
not  in  certain  cases  be  held  to  apply  even  to  moveablea  Cer- 
tainly, it  has  been  so  held  in  Louiaicma,  in  cases  where,  at  the 
time  of  the  transfer,  the  chattel  has  been  within  the  actual 
dominion  of  their  own  State.    I  am  not  aware  that  any  other 
Courts  have  gone  so  far  as  this ;  but  in  the  present  case,  the 
chattel  was  not  brought  within  their  dominion  until  the  con* 
tract  title  had  been  acquired.    There  can  be  no  question  that 
the  ship  belonged  to  the  Plaintifib,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses; until  she  entered  the  waters  of  Louisiana;  and  to 
(a)  7  Mart.  31S ;  Story*8  Conflict,  tect.  391. 
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1868.  Apply  the  local  law  to  such  a  case,  would  be  an  immense 
extension  of  the  principle  laid  down  in  the  first  instance 
in  Louisiana. 

Judgment.  The  principle  itself  is  considered  at  length  in  Story^a  ' 

Conflict  of  Laws  (a) ;  he  introduces  the  subject  by 
the  observation,  that  the  question  has  been  much  dis- 
cussed in  the  Courts  of  Louisiana,  from  a  supposed  differ- 
ence between  the  rule  of  the  common  law  and  that  of 
the  civil  law.  By  the  common  law,  a  sale  of  goods  is 
or  may  be  complete  without  delivery ;  but  by  the  law  of 
Louiaia/na,  delivery  is  necessary  to  complete  the  transfer 
according  to  the  well-known  rule  of  the  civil  law,  **Tra- 
ditionibus  et  usucapionibus  dominia  rerum  nonnudis  pactis 
transferuntur/'*  and  says,  that  on  the  fullest  examination, 
and  after  repeated  arguments,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Louis- 
iana have  held  the  doctrine,  that  the  transfer  of  personal 
property  in  that  State  is  not  complete,  so  as  to  pass  the 
title  against  creditors,  unless  a  delivery  is  made  in  confor- 
mity to  the  laws  of  that  State,  although  the  transfer  is 
made  by  the  owner  in  his  foreign  domicile,  and  would  be 
good  without  delivery  by  the  laws  of  that  domicile.  Then 
he  says,  that  the  reasoning  by  which  this  doctrine  is  main- 
tained, is  most  fully  developed  in  a  case  in  which  a  transfer  of 
a  part  of  a  ship  was  made  in  Virginia,  the  ship  at  the  time 
of  the  sale  being  locally  at  New  Orleans.  This  was  Olivier 
V.  Tovmes  {b).  The  reasons  given  in  that  case,  by  the  very 
able  judges,  are  explained  at  length,  and  will  be  found  to 
turn  principally  upon  the  view  (for  which  they  cite  Hu-- 
berus),  that  in  applying  the  common  law  of  the  comity 
of  nations,  this  reservation  must  be  understood  "  Si  nullum 
inde civibus  alienis  creetur  prejudicium  injure  sibi qusasito," 
they  say  it  would  prejudice  their  citizens  if  the  general 
rule  of  law  were  adopted ;  and  they  put  it  thus :  '*  This 
city  is  becoming  a  vast  storehouse  for  merchandise  sent 
from  abroad  owned  by  non-residents,  and  deposited  here 
for  sale ;  and  our  most  important  commercial  transactions 
(a)  Sects.  386  et  leq.  (&)  14  Mart.  93,  102. 
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are  in  relation  to  property  so  situated.  If  the  purchasers 
of  it  should  be  affected  by  all  the  previous  contracts  made 
at  the  owner*s  domicile,  although  unaccompanied  by  deliveiy, 
it  is  easy  to  see  to  what  impositions  such  a  doctrine  j^^TT'  # 
would  lead,  to  what  inconvenience  it  would  expose  tis, 
and  how  severely  it  would  check  and  embarrass  our  dealings. 
However  anxious  we  may  be  to  extend  courtesy  and  afford 
protection  to  the  people  of  other  countries  who  come  them- 
selves or  send  their  property  within  our  jurisdiction,  we 
cannot  indulge  our  feelings  so  far  as  to  give  a  decision  that 
would  let  in  such  consequences  as  we  have  just  spoken 
of.*'  It  must  be  borne  in  mind,  that,  in  applying  this 
reasoning  to  a  chattel  actually  within  the  jurisdiction,  and 
dealt  with  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  you  have  a  case  not 
nearly  so  strong  in  favour  of  the  foreign  owner  as.  that 
before  me,  where  the  chattel  did  not  enter  the  jurisdiction 
until  long  afier  the  title  had  been  acquired.  Mr.  Justice 
Story^  in  commenting  upon  that  case,  admits  the  force  of 
the  reasoning  upon  general  principles^  and  says  that  it  is 
competent  for  any  State  to  adopt  such  a  rule  in  its  own 
legislation ;  and  that,  being  made  for  the  benefit  of  innocent 
purchasers  or  creditors,  it  could  not  be  deemed  justly  open 
to  the  reproach  of  being  founded  on  a  narrow  or  selfish 
policy.  ''But>*'  he  adds,  ''how  £ELr  any  Court  of  justice 
ought|  upon  its  own  general  authority,  to  interpose  such  a 
limitation,  independently  of  positive  legislation,  has  been 
thought  to  admit  of  more  serious  question,  since  the  doctrine 
which  it  involves  aims  a  direct  blow  at  the  soundness  of  the 
policy  on  which  the  general  rule  that  peisonal  property  has 
no  locality  is  itself  founded,"  and  goes  on  to  say  that  it  is 
not  easy  to  reconcile  such  a  rule  with  Lord  Loughborough* 9 
doctrine  in  SiU  y.  JForaunck  (a).  It  may  indeed  be  said,  that 
as  we  may  make  in  our  country  a  law  about  the  apparent 
ownership  of  the  property  of  bankrupts,  they  may  make  a 
more  general  statute  law  in  Louisiana,  that  they  will  not 

(a)  1  H.  Bl.  665. 
VOL.L  R 
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1868.         leoogDise  ownerships  of  this  description;  but  in  the  absence 
of  such  a  law,  a  judge  being  required  to  say  whether  A  or  B 
is  the  owner  of  a  chattel  would,  I  apprehend,  in  every  ooun- 
Judoin  ^^  except  Louisiana^  give  the  same  answer.   Then  I  should 

add,  that  Mr.  Surge  takes  exactly  the  same  view  in  his  Com- 
mentaries (a),  in  which  he  mentions  these  decisions  of  Loui- 
aiarui.  He  says : — that  the  decisions  in  which  this  doctrine 
has  been  established,  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  to  have 
given  effect  to  the  lex  loci  contractus  would  have  prejudiced 
the  rights  of  the  creditors  in  New  Orlea/M,  and  on  the  as- 
sumption that  such  cases  came  within  the  alleged  exception  I 
have  before  refeerrd  to.  Mr.  Livermore  (6),  also  a  celebrated 
ATnerican  writer,  has  with  great  force  combated  the  doctrine 
deduced  from  these  decisions ;  and  Mr.  Justice  Story  strongly 
points  out  its  necessary  tendency  to  invalidate  the  rule  that 
moveables  have  no  locality.  In  the  Commentaries  of  Chan- 
cellor Kent  (c)  is  a  note — I  am  not  quite  dear  whether  by 
the  learned  author  or  his  editor,  but  a  note  which  states  the 
rule  of  the  Courts  of  Louiaiana,  and  the  comments  of 
Story  and  Livermore,  without  expressing  the  writer's  own 
opinion.  The  views  therefore  of  the  leading  American 
authorities  are  by  no  means  favourable  to  the  peculiar 
doctrine  of  the  Courts  of  Louisiana. 

Mr.  Justice  Story,  it  will  be  observed,  refers  to  the  case  of 
Sill  V.  Woramck,  before  Lord  Loughborough,  a  judgment  ex- 
tremely able,  though  we  must  remember  that  at  that  time 
the  doctrine  as  to  foreign  judgments  was  not  so  firmly  settled 
as  it  is  now.  This  perhaps  explains  an  expression  in  that 
judgment  which  made  me  pause  very  much  before  coming  to 
a  conclusion  in  the  case  now  before  me.  After  laying  down 
the  law  very  clearly  with  regard  to  the  domicile  of  the  con- 
tracting parties,  as  that  which  must  govern  the  right  to 
personal  effects — the  case  being  one  as  to  the  effect  of 
bankruptcy  in  this  country  in  vesting  the  whole  of  the 
trader's  property  in  his  assignees,  and  enabling  them  to 

(a)  Vol.  8,  p.  764.        (ft)  Dissert,  p.  137.        (c)  Vol.  2,  p.  638. 


Jtdgmtnt 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  241 

assert  a  daim  to'  property  which  had  been  recovered         188S. 

abroad  by  a  creditor  from  the  baDkrupt-^Lord  Lough-      Sunraoir 

hcTougk  held  that  the  title  of  the   assignee  ought  to        j^^ 

be  recognised  all  over  the  world,  and  in  the  course  of  his 

judgment  made  these  observations  (a) : — **  I  do  not  wish  to 

have  it  understood  that  it  followa  as  a  consequence  from 

the    opinion   I  am  now    giving:     I   rather   think   that 

the  contrary  would  be  the  consequence  of  the  reasoning 

I  am  now  using,  that  a  creditor  in  the  foreign  country, 

not  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws  nor  a£Fected  by  them» 

obtaining  payment  of  his  debt,   and  afterwards   coming 

over   to   this  country,  would  be  liable    to   refund  that 

debt.    If  he  had  recovered  it   in    aa  adverse  suit  with 

the    assignees^    he    would  clearly  not    be    liable.     But 

if  the  law  of  that  countxy  preferred  him  to  the  assign 

nee^   though  I  must  suppose  that  determination  wrong, 

yet  I  do  not  think  that  my  holding  a  contrary  opinion 

would  revoke  the  determination  of  that  country,  however 

I  might  disapprove  of  the  principle  on  which  that  law  so 

decided."    Now,  I  confess  that  struck  me  as  having  a  very 

important  bearing  on  this  case,  for  Lord  Loughborough 

seems  to  intimate  that  however  plain  the  requirements 

of  the  comity  of  nations  may  be,  he  does  not  think  he 

shonld  hold  that  he  could  come  to  any  conclusion  which 

would  authorise  him  to  say  that  l^e  right  acquired  under 

a  foreign  judgment  was  to  be  interfered  with«    However, 

I  have  the  satisfaction  of  seeing  that  this  point  has  not 

been  altogether  without  consideration  in  a  case  which  has 

been  very  much  discussed  before  me,  Castrique  v.  Ifrm€p 

though  the  actual  decision  has  no  immediate  bearing  on  the 

present  question,  because  clearly  there  the  transaction  was  a 

judgment  in  rem.    But  there  is  an  intimation  of  opinion  in 

the  Lord  Chief  Justice's  judgment  as  to  what  the  law 

woald  be  under  the  very  circumstances  which  have  happened 

in  the  present  case.    The  Lord  Chief  Justice  says  (6) ; — 

(a)  P.  693.  (6)  8  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  415. 
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**  It  is  not  disptited  that  a  judgment  in  rem  obtabed 
without  fraud  and  pronounced  by  a  competent  Court,  is 
generally  binding  upon  all  the  world ;  but  it  is  contended, 
that  in  this  case  an  exception  should  be  made  to  the  rule^ 
on  the  ground  that  it  being  clear  that  the  inddents  of 
the  contract  entered  into  by  the  master  on  behalf  of  his 
owner  were  to  be  governed  by  the  lex  loci  of  the  contract 
(in  this  instance  the  law  of  England),  the  French  Court 
knowingly  and  intentionally  set  that  law  at  nought^  thereby 
yiolating  the  comity  of  nations,  by  virtue  of  which  alone 
the  judgment  of  the  tribxmals  of  one  country  are  respected 
by  those  of  another.  It  is  unnecessary  to  pronounce  any 
decision  upon  the  principle  of  law  involved  in  this  argu- 
ment [It  was  unnecessary,  for  this  reason  that  they  held 
that  the  Courts  though  it  might  have  mistaken  the  law,  had 
not  wilfully  disr^;arded  it,  and  that  a  mere  mistake  would 
not  invalidate  a  judgment  in  rem.]  **  It  is  right  to  say  that 
if  it  were,  some  members  of  the  Court  are  strongly  disposed 
to  think  that  even  if  the  facts  on  which  the  argument  turns 
were  made  out,  it  would  not  afford  a  reason  for  questioning 
the  validity  of  a  judgment  in  rem.  Others'on  the  other  hand 
—if  it  could  be  shewn  that^  in  a  case  in  which  the  effect  of 
the  contract  was  to  be  determined  by  the  lex  loci  contractus, 
a  foreign  Court  perversely  insisted  on  applying  its  own  law, 
being  in  conflict  with  the  former,  thereby  outraging  the 
principle  of  international  comity  in  a  manner  amounting  in 
fiust  to  a  species  of  judicial  misconduct — are*  by  no  means 
prepared  to  say  that  in  such  a  case  it  would  not  be  the  duty 
of  a  Court  in  this  country  to  refuse  to  recognise  the 
binding  efficacy  of  such  a  judgment,  not  by  way  of  reprisal 
towards  the  foreign  tribunal,  but  to  protect  our  own  fellow- 
subjects  from  injustice.'^ 

Those  observations  are  made  with  reference  to  a  judg- 
ment in  rem,  always  a  much  stronger  case  than  that  of  a 
judgment  inter  partes,  because  the  true  principle  of  a  judg- 
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ment  in  rem*  I  apprehend,  is  that  large  general  principle  }^^ 
which  I  said  at  the  outset  embraces  all  these  cases,  viz., 
that  a  person  who  acquires  a  valid  title  by  the  law  of  any 
oonntry  shall  be  deemed  all  over  the  world  to  be  the  owner 
of  the  snlgect  matter.  If,  therefore,  the  Court  has  absolutely 
thedisposal  of  the  res,  and  it  is  in  its  power,  as  it  is  in  the 
case  of  a  judgment  in  rem  in  the  Admiralty  Court,  it  does 
not  matter  who  is  owner ;  all  Courts  assume  that  the  matter 
has  been  fedrly  litigated,  that  the  persons  brought  before 
the  Court  had  such  an  interest  as  entitled  them  to  raise 
the  contest,  and  then  that  judgment  in  rem  binds  all  the 
woild,  and  cannot  be  disputed  even  by  strangers  to  the 
litigation.  A  judgment  inter  partes  would  not  stand  in  so 
strong  a  position ;  but  even  on  a  judgment  in  rem,  it  seems 
that  while  some  of  the  learned  Judges  thought  that  the 
&ct  of  its  being  in  rem  would  prevent  their  looking  even 
at  ]>erv6rsity  on  the  face  of  the  decision,  other  Judges 
were  of  opinion  that  if  the  foreign  Court  did  utterly  dis- 
regard our  proceedings,  we  could  not  allow  the  title  of  our 
dtiaens  to  be  defeated  by  a  dedsion  which  coidd  only  be 
arrived  at  by  a  total  disregard  of  the  comity  of  nations, 
according  to  which  the  title  of  our  own  citizens  would  be 
respected.  I  should  say  with  respect  to  an  argument 
founded  on  my  judgment  on  the  demurrer  in  this  case, 
that  my  meaning  has  been  a  little  misunderstood,  and 
that  I  never  intended  to  countenance  any  vindictive  prin- 
ciple with  r^[ard  to  the  conduct  of  another  country  whose 
Courts  have  refused  to  recognise  the  proceedings  of  our 
own.  It  is  obvious  that  all  I  could  mean  was,  that  our 
own  citizens  must  be  so  far  protected  that  they  shall  not 
be  in  a  worse  situation  in  Louisiana  than  they  are  in 
Chirut  or  any  other  part  of  the  civilised  world.  If  you 
do  find  a  course  of  proceeding  there  which  is  not  recog- 
nised by  any  other  country  of  the  civilised  world,  our  own 
citizens  must  be  protected  from  the  loss  of  their  property, 
which  would  be  inflicted  by  decisions  so  arrived  at 
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^18^^      The  decision  in  (kmmidl  v.  Seioell,  like  that  in  Ccutrique  ▼. 
Imrie,  appears  to  me  to  have  no  bearing  on  the  present  ques- 
tion.   The  Exchequer  Chamber  held  that  the  master  had,  by 
^  T^  the  law  of  Norway,  a  power  of  conveying  a  good  title  to  the 

property  in  question,  and  therefore,  that  the  person  who  ac- 
quired the  property  in  Norway  from  one  competent  to  give 
a  good  title  in  Norway  obtained  a  good  title  as  against  all  the 
world.  This  is  wholly  different  from  the  present  case.  Here 
it  is  admitted  that  the  sale  was  under  a  writ  analogous  to  a 
fieri  fiBK^ias.  In  Coa^rigtMv.  Irtwie^  as  Mr.  Justice  ByUs  points 
out,  it  was  not  a  proceeding  similar  to  a  fieri  facias,  but  a 
proceeding  in  rem.  Here  the  foreign  Court  had  no  power 
to  deal  with  anything  that  was  not  the  property  of  Messrs^ 
Klingender  the  debtors,  and  only  arrived  at  the  conclusion 
that  they  would  hand  over  the  ship  to  one  of  their  own 
subjects,  by  saying  that  they  would  disregard  the  right  of 
property  acquired  by  the  Bank,  and  treat  the  ship  as  Klif^ 
geHder^a  property,  because  the  transfer  of  ownership  was 
effected  in  a  manner  which  their  Courts  do  not  recognisa 

Before  concluding,  I  must  notice  one  other  case  to 
which  I  have  already  incidentally  referred,  as  showing 
that  the  Courts  of  Louisiana  do  not  appear  to  be  per- 
fectly clear,  that  they  are  right  in  insisting  on  their  rule 
in  cases  where  the  chattel  is  not  in  their  jurisdiction 
at  the  time  when  the  foreign  transfer  is  made :  I  mean 
Thuret  v.  Jenkins  (a).  There,  as  here,  the  transfer  had 
been  made  while  the  ship  was  at  sea.  There  had  been  no 
delivery,  but  the  mortgagor  retained  possession  and  brought 
the  ship  to  Louisiana.  There  she  was  attached,  and  the 
judgment  was  in  favour  of  the  mortgagee.  The  Court  cited 
Mr.  Justice  Story  for  the  proposition  that  by  the  common 
law  of  England  a  grant  or  assignment  of  goods  and  chattels 
is  valid  between  the  parties  without  actual  delivery,  and  that 
the  property  passes  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the 
deed,  though  as  to  creditors  the  title  is  not  considered  per* 

(a)  7  Mart.  318,  3^4. 
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feet  unleas  possession  accompanies  the  deed.     "  This/'  they        X688. 
say,  "  is  the  principle  which  has  regulated  this  Court  in  the 
decisions  cited  at  the  bar.   But  the  learned  Judge  continues, 
'an  exception  to  the  rule  is,  where  the  possession  of  the 
grantor  is  consistent  with  the  deed,  or  where  the  property 
conveyed  is  at  the  time  of  the  conveyance  abroad  and  in- 
capable of  delivery.    In  the  latter  case  the  title  is  complete 
provided  the  grantee  takes  possession  in  a  reasonable  time 
after  the  property  comes  within  his  reach.'    The  laws  of 
Louisiam/i  do  not>  it  is  true,  recognise  the  last  exception. 
Property  does  not  pass  here  by  contracts,  but  by  delivery 
tradiiionibus  non  pactia     If  the  ship  had  been  within  the 
State  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  the  rule  in  Norria  v.  ifum- 
fcrd  would  have  regulated  the  decision  of  this  Court,  but 
as  at  that  time  she  was  not  within  the  State,  the  sale  ought 
not  to  be  tested  by  our  laws.    It  must  be  by  those  loci 
contractus  against  which  those  of  no  other  country  ought 
to  prevail.''    In  another  passage  of  the  judgment  the  same 
view  is  still  more  strongly  put :  ''  In  the  present  case  the 
ship^  the  subject  of  the  sale,  was  at  sea,  was  a  New  York 
ship,  and  the  vendors  and  vendee  resident  in  New  York. 
If  therefore  according  to  the  lex  loci  contractus,  that  of 
the  domicile  of  both  parties,  the  sale  transferred  the  property 
without  a  delivery,  it  did  so  eo  instanti  or  not  at  all.     In 
transferring  it,  it  did  not  work  any  injury  to  the  rights  of 
the  people  of  another  country,  it  did  not  transfer  the  pro- 
perty of  a  thing  within  the  jurisdiction  of  another  Govern- 
ment.''    "  If  two  persons  in  any  country  choose  to  bar- 
gain as  to  the  property  which  one  of  them  has  in  a  chattel 
not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  place,  they  cannot  expect 
that  the  rights  of  persons  in  the  country  in  which  th^ 
chattel  is  will  there  be  permitted  to  be  affected  by  their 
contract.     But  if  the  chattel  be  at  sea,  or  in  any  other 
place,  if  any  there  be,  in  which  the  law  of  no  particular 
oountxy  prevails,  the  baigain  will  have  its  full  effect  eo 
instanti  as  to  the  whole  world,  and  the  circumstance  of  the 
diattel  being  afterwards  brought  into  a  country,  according  to 
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1808.  the  laws  of  which  Uie  sale  would  be  invalid,  would  not  affect 
SixpflOK  if  Every  word  of  that  applies  to  the  case  I  have  before  met 
Pooa  though  it  is  only  right  to  add  that  the  judgment  proceeds 
afterwards  on  the  ground  of  the  impossibility  of  taking  pos- 
session. Although  I  cannot  say  I  consider  it  very  consistent 
with  the  former  decision,  the  Court  appears  to  have  proceed- 
ed on  this  distinction;  the  impossibility  of  taking  possessioa 
furnished  the  excuse  for  not  complying  with  the  LomsiaTUi 
rule  with  reference  to  the  transfer  of  chattels,  and  it  was 
held  that  the  attaching  creditor  ought  to  be  displaced  be- 
cause the  transferee  might  perhaps  have  taken  possession 
if  he  had  had  the  opportunity.  This  reasoning  does  not 
seem  very  satisfactory,  because  I  cannot  see  how  the  credi- 
tor is  injured  more  in  one  case  than  in  the  other.  The  cir- 
cumstances as  to  the  creditor  seem  to  be  the  same,  the  only 
question  being  who  has  or  has  not  the  property  in  the  ship. 

In  conclusion,  let  me  consider  what  the  consequence 
would  be  if  this  special  rule  of  the  Courts  of  Louisiana 
were  allowed  to  prevail  against  the  rest  of  the  world. 
Suppose  the  law  of  Lowiaiana  required  two  witnesses  to  the 
transfer  of  a  ship^  it  might  be  said,  "  It  has  been  trans- 
ferred in  England  it  is  true,  but  the  transfer  is  invalid  for 
want  of  two  witnesses."  Perhaps  you  might  go  to  another 
country  and  find  that  something  else  wasnecessaiy  tobe  done. 
Possibly  possession  might  be  held  insufficient  without  some 
further  ceremony,  and  thus  the  chattel  might  belong  suc- 
cessively to  A,  B,  C,  D,  or  E,  according  to  the  law  which 
prevailed  in  the  particular  coimtry  to  which  the  ship  was  sent. 

I  confess  it  seems  to  me  that  much  of  this  error  (for 
error  I  must,  with  all  respect  for  the  Court  of  Louiaiana, 
assume  it  to  be)  has  proceeded  from  the  Court  confounding 
two  things :  the  question  of  distribution  of  assets  and  the 
question  of  the  title  to  property,  for  I  find  that  in 
justifying  their  decision  in  a  similar  case,  that  of  Oliver 
V.  Taumee,  the  judgment  in  which  is  given  fully  in  sec- 
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tiOQ  388  of  Mr.  JoBiice  Story's  work,  they  say,  "  What  the 
law  protects  it  has  a  right  to  regulate.  A  strong  evidence 
of  this  is  furnished  by  the  doctrine  in  regard  to  successions. 
The  general  principle  is  that  the  personal  property  must 
be  distributed  according  to  the  law  of  the  State  where  the 
testator  dies,  but  so  far  as  it  concerns  creditors  it  is  go- 
Temed  by  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  property  is 
situated.  If  an  Engliahman  or  a  Frenchman  dies  abroad 
and  leaves  effects  here,  we  regulate  the  order  in  which  his 
debts  are  paid  by  our  jurisprudence^  not  by  that  of  his 
domicile." 

Under  these  circumstances,  having  to  come  to  a  decision 
in  a  case  which  is  entirely  new  in  specie^  and  which  will 
never  arise,  as  it  seems  to  me,  in  any  other  country  in 
the  world  except  Zottmcma,  I  confess  I  yield  to  the  view 
of  that  section  of  the  Judges  who  considered,  in  the  case  of 
(kuMgue  v.  Inwie^  that  even  a  judgment  in  rem  may  lose 
its  binding  force  where  there  appears  on  the  &ce  of  it  a 
perverse  and  deliberate  refusal  to  recognise  the  law  of  the 
oountry  by  which  title  has  been  validly  conferred.  The  law 
of  Engkmd  being  by  the  comity  of  nations  that  which  must 
govern  the  transfer — ^the  transfer  being  in  England,  the 
parties  resident  here — the  ship  an  English  ship  at  sea  on  a 
voyage  from  an  English  port ;  when  I  find  a  foreign  Court 
saying  *'  we  will  deal  with  that  ship  as  the  property  of  the 
person  who  has  already  transferred  it,"  that  seems  to  me  to 
be  so  contrary  to  law,  and  to  what  is  required  by  the 
comity  of  nations,  that  I  am  bound  to  hold  that  the  pro- 
perty acquired  by  the  Bank  of  Liverpool  must  prevail 
against  a  sale  made  on  the  principle  entertained  by  a  foreign 
Court,  that,  as  between  mortgagors  and  mortgagees,  the 
mortgagees'  interest  is  wholly  to  be  extinguished,  and  the 
right  of  the  mortgagors  is  paramoimt  and  absolute. 

There  are  some  minor  points  which  remain  to  be  dealt 
with.    There  are  certain  other  creditors  besides  Hughes  Jk 
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Co.,  irfao  had  by  the  law  of  Louiiiaria  a  privilege,  aa  it  is 
oaliedyi^fainBt  the  shifs  and  among  them  Mr.  Mwre  hiniBelfy 
acting  as  British  Conanl  and  not  as  agent  for  the  Bank,  was 
subrogated  in  respect  of  wages  which  he  paid  to  the  crew. 
These  creditors  had  a  prior  claim  according  to  the  law  of 
Lovdsiana,  and  it  is  to  be  obsenred,  that»  had  those  per- 
sons sold  the  ship,  it  would  have  been  a  matter  in  rem, 
and  the  property  would  have  passed.  But  clearly  that 
was  not  so.  The  sale  being  at  the  instance  of  an  ordinary 
creditor,  the  privileged  creditois  come  in  and  daim  to  be 
fiist  paid  out  of  the  proceeds.  It  appears  to  be  proved 
that  these  creditors  had  privilege  by  the  law  of  Lauiaicma, 
and  might  have  arrested  the  ship.  They  were  paid,  and 
therefore,  they  having  been  paid  by  the  Defendants  who 
purchased  the  vessel,  the  amount  so  paid  must  be  allowed. 

There  will,  therefore,  be  a  declaration  that  the  mort- 
gagees, under  the  indenture  of  the  25th  of  December,  1854, 
are  entitled  to  the  ship  upon  the  trusts  therein  declared  in 
&vour  of  the  Bank  of  Liverpool,  aod  also  to  all  freight 
receivable  since  the  15th  of  January,  1858,  when  Mure 
claimed  possession,  subject,  both  as  to  ship  and  freight,  to 
a  prior  lien  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  Fogo  in  respect  of 
the  sums  paid  to  the  privileged  creditors. 


NEEDHAM  v.  OXLET. 

1863. 
May  30th. 

PaUnt^Par- 
HeularM  of 
Breaches, 

PartacuUn  of 
breaches  de- 

liTored  with  a  view  to  a  jury  trial  of  a  |>atent  oaae  in  tliis  Conrt  are  gufBcieot,  if,  taken  toge- 
ther with  the  pleadings,  they  give  the  Defeudaat  fall  and  fair  notice  of  the  case  to  be  made 
against  him. 


XHE  Bill  in  this  case  was  filed  to  restrain  alleged  in- 
fringements of  a  patent  taken  out  by  the  Plaintiffi  for 
machinery  for  expressing  liquids  or  moisture  from  sub- 
stances. 
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The  Kll  stated  that,  upon  an  innpectton  of  a  machind 
supplied  by  the  Defendant  to  the  WestmiTister  Brew&ry 
Company,  "the  Plaintiffs  ascertained,  as  the  fiust  is, 
that  the  said  Defendant's  said  machine  was  a  palpable 
and  obvious  piracy  of  the  Flaintiflb'  said  inventi<Hi,  and  a 
colourable  imitation  of  their  said  machine ;  and  that,  in 
ha,  the  only  dififorenoe  between  the  Defendant's  machme 
and  those  of  the  Plaintifib'  were^  that  the  Defendant 
had  placed  some  wire  gauze  between  the  doths  and 
the  slabs  used  in  the  Plamti£Es'  said  machine,  and  had 
bored  some  small  holes  in  the  said  slaba  But  the  Flain- 
tifis  chaige  that  such  differences  were  and  are  trifling 
and  immaterial,  and  that  they  had  themselves  previously 
tried  the  use  of  the  wire  gauze,  and  found  it  useless ; 
and  that  the  said  Defendant's  said  machine  included  and 
oombined  the  following  substantial  ingredients  combined 
in  the  Plaintifib'  said  invention,  and  the  combination 
whereof  was  new  and  important ;  that  is  to  say,  chambers 
in  combination,  ducts  for  drawing  in  the  chambers,  filter- 
ing medium,  stand  pipes,  supplying  each  chamber  branch- 
ing from  the  stand  pipes,  and  tie-rods  binding  the 
chambers  together  and  forming  one  machine  capable  of 
being  taken  to  pieces  for  the  purpose  of  discharge.^ 

A  jury  trial  before  this  Court  having  been  directed, 
the  FUintiffs,  pursuant  to  the  order  of  the  Court,  delivered 
particulars  of  breaches  in  these  terms : — 

"  The  following  are  the  particulars  of  breaches,  and  the 
instances  of  machines  constructed  by  the  Defendant,  which 
the  Plaintiffs  complain  are  iniringements  of  their  patent 
right. 

"A  machine  or  filter  press  for  yeast,  constructed  by  the 
Defendant,  and  supplied  by  him  to  Messrs.  Thome's 
Wedminster  Breyoery,  and  in  use  there,  and  exhibited  to 
the  Plaintifib  in  pursuance  of  the  letter  of  Mr.  JUesaiter, 
the  Defendant's  attorney,  dated  tiie  23rd  day  of  February, 
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1808.         1868,  and   being   the   machine  in  the  said    letter  re- 
ferred to. 

*'  Also  ^a  certain  other  machine  or  press  for  day,  oon- 
Staumeni.     structed    by    the  Defendant,  and    supplied    by  him  to 
Messrs.  Cfranger  A  Co.,  Potters^  of  Worcester. 

<<  Also  a  certain  other  machine  or  press  for  clay,  con- 
structed by  the  Defendant^  and  supplied  by  him  to 
Messrs.  Cartwright  A  Bdvuarda,  Potters,  of  Langton,  in 
Stqffordahvre. 

"  Also  a  certain  other  machine  constructed  by  the  De- 
fendant^ and  exhibited  by  him  at  Weyhill  Fair,  in  or  about 
October,  1862. 

^  Also  a  certain  other  machine  or  press  for  yeasty  con- 
structed by  the  Defendant^  and  supplied  by  him  to  Meesra. 
Oeorge  Jk  Co.,  Brewers,  of  Bristol. 

«The  Plaintiffs  complain  that  each  of  the*said  machines 
above  referred  to  was  and  is  an  infringement  of  the 
Plainti£b'  invention  and  patent  right,  and  that  the  De- 
fendant did  in  each  of  the  above  instances,  by  making, 
using,  exercising,  or  vending  the  said  machines,  infringe 
the  Plaintiff/  said  right  and  invention,  and  that  the  De- 
fendant in  the  said  several  instances  above  named  did 
construct,  make,  exercise,  and  vend  the  same  machine  as 
is  described  in  the  specification  of  the  letters  patent 
granted  to  the  Plaintiff  on  the  14th  day  of  July  1853,  and 
thereby  pirate  and  infringe  the  said  patent 

•  The  Defendant  took  out  a  summons  for  further  and 
better  particulars^  which  was  adjourned  into  Court. 


ArgtimifU.         Sir  H.  Ocdme,  Q.  C,  Mr.  Bagshawe,  and  Mr*  Needlum 
(of  the  common  law  bar)  for  the  PlaLatifEs : — 

It  is  not  necessary  to  give  furthur  particulars,  the  Bill 
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having  folly  explained  in  what  leepects  the  Defendant^ 
machines  infringe  our  patent.  Even  at  law  it  is  not  con- 
sidered neceasary  to  go  into  scientific  details  in  the  particu- 
lars»  when  sufficient  information  can  be  obtained  from  the 
previous  prooeedinga:  TaXbot  v.  Lanvehe  (a),  Sleetric  Tde^ 
graph  Company  ▼.  Jfatt  (6). 

Mr.  Aston  (of  the  common  law  bar)  for  the  Defendant : — 

The  ])articulars  ought  to  let  ua  know  precisely  in  what 
napecta  the  Plaintiffi  mean  to  contend  that  our  machinea 
are  an  infringement  of  their  patent  Here  they  only  point  to 
certain  machines^  and  say,  these  are  the  breaches  we  com- 
plain o£  The  invariable  rule  at  law  is  to  require  a  more 
precise  statement,  though,  aa  theae  mattera  come  on  at 
chambera  they  are  not  refused.  The  Plaintiffii'  patent  here 
is  for  a  combination,  and  the  casea  cited  on  the  other  aide 
were  before  Lister  v.  Leather  (p),  by  which  the  law  aa  to 
what  IB  required  to  aupport  a  patent  for  a  combination  waa 
aettled. 

Sir  JET.  CktirnSf  in  reply  :— 

The  practice  of  requiring  apecific  breachea  to  be  atated  in 
detail  may  be  very  well  auited  to  common  law  modea  of 
pleading ;  but  this  Court  will  not  allow  the  substance  of 
the  question  to  eacape  by  forcing  the  Plaintiff  to  attempt 
hazardoua  acientific  defim'tiona  which  may  end  by  rendering 
the  trial  abortive.  All  that  ia  wanted  ia,  that  the  Defendant 
should  know  what  we  complain  o(  and  the  particulara  read 
with  the  Bill,  and  the  specification  which  ties  us  down  to 
the  several  combinations  of  parts,  give  him  that  information. 
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Yics-Chakcsllob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The   particulars  together    with   the    Bill    appear    to     Jwlgment. 
me  to  give  sufficient  information.    The  object  of  having 
(a)  15  C.  B.  810.        (»)  4  C.  B.  462.        (c)  37  L.  J.,  Q.  B.,  295. 
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these  pasticulars  delivered,  ia  to  give  the  Defendant  fair 
notice  of  what  the  comprint  against  him  is^  not  to  tie  the 
Plaintifis  down  to  the  precise  terms  of  any  verbal  definition, 
or  to  make  the  trial  of  the  issue  turn  upon  a  point  of  form. 
Full  and  fair  notice  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to ;  but  I 
should  be  very  sorry  to  introduce  anything  like  special 
pleading  into  the  practice  of  this  Courts  or  to  allow  verbal 
criticism  to  interfere  with  a  determination  of  the  merits  of 
the  contest  If  it  should  turn  out  at  the  trial  that  the 
Defendant  is  prejudiced  by  any  unfair  suppression  of  the 
case  to  be  made  against  him,  I  shall  be  able  to  deal  with 
it.  So  far  as  I  can  judge  at  present^  all  the  substantial 
information  which  the  Defendant  can  require  is  given  by  the 
particulars  and  the  pleadings  in  the  cause.  The  summons 
must  therefore  be  refused^  with  costs. 


June  25<A. 

'    Practice-^ 
Cau$eand 
Crosg-eauMe—' 
CroU'€xami- 
natitm. 
Where  a  floit  is 
bronght  on  by 
motion  for  de- 
cree, and  issue 
]« joined  in  a 
cross  suit,  and 
an  order  is  ob- 
tained by  the 


NEVE  V.  PENNELL. 
HUNT  u  5fEVE. 

XHESE  suits  were  cause  and  cross  cause.  Notice  of 
motion  for  a  decree  had  been  given  in  Neve  v.  PenneU, 
and  replication  had  been  fileil  in  Hunt  v.  If  eve  ;  and  it  had 
been  arranged  between  the  counsel  on  both  sides,  that,  in 
order  to  save  expense,  the  evidence  should  only  be  filed  in 
Plaintiff  in  the  One  suit,  and  an  order  should  be  obtained  for  reading  it  in 
him  to  nse  in      ^^  Other.    At  the  time  when  this  arrangement  was  made. 


affidaStoSed     ^'^^^  ^^  declared  his  intention  of  cross-examining  t^eve 
in  his  own  suit,  in  open  Court  at  the  hearing  of  Evmi  v.  Neve. 

it  IS  at  the  op-  '^  ° 

tion  of  the 
Plaintiff  in  the 
croM  snit  either 
to  treat  these 
affidavits  as 
filed  in  the  ori- 
ginal snit,  and 

so  cross-examine  the  witnesses  before  an  examiner,  or  to  consider  them  as  evidence  to  be  need 
in  his  own  rait,  and  give  notice  of  croes-examination  in  open  Court  at  tlie  Hearing. 


In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  various  affidavits  were 
filed  in  Neve  v.  Pennell,  and,  amongst  others,  an  afli- 
davit  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  an  order  was  obtained  as  of 
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course  in  Hunt  y.  Neve,  dated  June  2od,  1863»  in  the 
following  terms : — 

"  Upon  the  humble  petition  of  the  Defendant  WUUam 
Tanner  Neve,  this  day  preferred  unto  the  Bight  Honour- 
able the  Master  of  the  BoUs^  for  the  reasons  therein  con- 
tainedy  it  is  ordered  that  the  petitioner  be  at  liberty  at  the 
Hearing  of  this  cause,  to  read  and  make  use  of  the 
following  documents  filed  in  a  certain  other  cause  in  this 
court  of  Neve  ▼.  Penndl,  that  is  to  say,  an  affidavit  of 
WiUiafn  Tanner  Neve,  an  affidavit  of  Maria  Neve,**  and 
certain  other  affidavits,  and  a  paper  of  admissions  therein 
specified. 

A  mmilar  order  was  obtained  by  Hunt.  The  time  for 
filing  evidence  in  Sunt  v.  Neve  expired  on  the  4th  June, 
1863 ;  and  on  the  next  day  JHunfs  solicitors  gave  him  notice 
that  he  would  be  required  to  produce  himself  at  the  Hear* 
ing  for  cross-examination  on  the  affidavit  above-mentioned, 
lliey  also  on  a  subsequent  day  obtained  an  appointment  in 
Neve  T.  Pen/ndl  for  cross-examination  of  Maria  Neve  on 
her  above-mentioned  affidavit  heiore  one  of  the  examiners 
of  the  Court. 

On  the  I7th  of  June^  Neve'e  solicitors  wrote  a  letter  to 
HmWs  solicitors,  suggesting  that  the  proper  course  would 
be  to  have  Neve's  cross-examination  conducted  before  the 
examiner;  to  which  HurU'e  solicitors  replied  on  the  19th  of 
June,  by  a  letter  which  insisted  on  his  cross-examination  in 
open  Court  as  a  right. 


Mr.  A.  B.  Miller,  for  Hiint,  now  moved  that  Neve  should 
be  ordered  to  attend  at  the  Hearing  of  Hunt  v.  Neve — ^for 
cross-examination  on  his  affidavit.  The  7th  rule  of  the  Order 
on  Evidence  pTovides(a)  that  no  cross-examination  shall  take 
place  in  a  cause  in  which  issue  is  joined  otherwise  than 
(a)G.O.  5th  Feb.  1861. 


$iaieinetU. 


Argument, 
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in  open  Courts  exoept  in  four  special  cases,  none  of  which 
have  any  application  to  the  present  case. 

The  moment  the  order  of  2ud  June  was  obtained,  the 
affidavit  in  question  became  evidence  to  be  used  at  the 
Hearing  of  Hunt  v.  Neve,  and  therefore  within  the  General 
Order  referred  to. 

This  was  no  surprise  on  Neve,  who  had  express  notice 
that  this  cross-examination  was  intended ;  and  the  order  of 
Snd  June  would  have  been  opposed  had  it  been  supposed 
that  any  attempt  to  avoid  this  cross-examination  would  be 
made. 

Mr.  Wickena,  for  Neve  ;— 

This  is  a  pure  point  of  practice.  The  affidavit  in  ques- 
tion is  merely  an  affidavit  in  Neve  v.  Pennell,  and  therefore 
cross-examination  upon  it  ought  to  take  place  in  that  suit,  in 
which  case  it  would  necessarily  take  place  before  an  examiner. 
Doubtless,  an  order  has  been  obtained  giving  leave  to  use 
in  Hunt  v.  Neve  evidence  filed  in  Neve  v.  Pennell;  but  still 
that  evidence  is  merely  evidence  in  the  last-named  suit,  and 
is  subject  to  all  the  incidents  of  such  evidence.  Hunt  has 
himself  taken  this  view  of  the  affidavit  of  Mrs.  Neve^  which 
is  exactly  in  the  same  position  as  that  of  Neve. 


Yice-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

Tmdgmgnt  J  think,  if  the  order  of  2nd  June  had  been  to  the  effect 
that  all  the  evidence  in  Neve  v.  Pennell  was  to  be  used  as 
evidence  in  Hunt  v.  Neve^  there  might  have  been  some 
ground  for  Mr.  Wiekemfs  contention ;  because  in  that  case 
all  the  evidence,  both  direct  and  in  cross-examination, 
would  at  once  have  become  available  in  both  suits,  and 
there  would,  strictly  speaking,  be  no  evidence  whatever  in 
the  cross  suit.  But  here  I  have  merely  an  order  that  cer- 
tain specified  affidavits  and  admissions  may  be  used  in  the 
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cross  suit,  an  order  made  to  save  the  expense  of  filing 
theni  twice;  and  under  these  circumstances  I  do  not 
think  that  any  cross-examination  which  might  be  had  in 
Neve  V.  Pennell  before  an  examiner  could  be  used,  in  the 
face  of  this  General  Order,  in  Hunt  v.  Neve.  That  being 
so,  I  think  Hunt  is  in  the  same  position  as  if  these  affidavits 
bad  each  been  filed  in  both  causes,  and  that  Mr.  Miller  has 
a  right  to  say — "  I  will  exercise  my  own  discretion  in  which 
cause  I  will  cross-examine  any  particular  witness ;"  and  that 
he  is  entitled  to  cross-examine  one  witness  before  the  ex- 
aminer, treating  his  affidavit  as  filed  in  the  original  cause, 
and  another  in  open  Court,  treating  his  affidavit  as  filed  in 
the  cross  cause,  if  he  see  reason  for  taking  that  course. 

Order  Neve  to  be  produced  for  cross-examination  at  the 
Hearing ;  and,  Hunt  agreeing  to  waive  formal  notice,  make 
a  similar  order  as  to  him.  And,  by  consent,  direct  all 
cross-examinations  taken  in  either  cause  to  be  used  in  both. 


1863. 
Nkvb 

V. 

Pexnell. 
Hunt 

9. 

Neve. 
Judgment, 


DAVIS  t;.  DAVIS. 


Jvljf  Srd, 
Will—  Trustee 


jfc.  F.  DA  VIS  by  his  will  directed  his  executors  thereinafter  —DiscreHon— 
named  to  distribute  between  and  amongst  his  wife  and  sons  tp^li^  AhUc^^. 
respectively  such  portions  as  they  should  judge  expedient  A  testator  di- 
of  his  plate,  pictures,  books,  and  household  linen,  and  to  ecuiors  to 
sell  and  convert  into  money  all  the  remaining  portions  '^f  t^^^l^  his  wife 
any,  and  all  his  household  furniture  and  effects  ;  and  after  "*»^  «>«»  (9^ 

.1  m      •  1  1        n  1         1      whom  there  were 

vanons  bequests  not  atiectmg  the  proceeds  of  such  sale,  six)  such  per- 
gave  the  residue  of  his  estate  and  eflects  to  his  sons  G.  W.  &c."*m  they  *'*' 
Davis,  M.  H.  Davis,  and  J.    W.  Davis  (the  Plaintiff)  in  »*^^'"I,^  J"^s^ 

'       ■  '  ^  ^  ^        expedient,  and 

equal    shares    and  proportions.     The   testator    appointed  <<>  ^^^  <be  rest. 

^  ^     ^  ^^  The  will  carried 

the  proceeds  of  such  sale  to  three  of  the  sons  to  whom  the  residue  was  left  io  equal  shares.  The 
only  executor  who  proved  was  one  of  the  sons,  who  distributed  portions  of  the  plate,  &c, 
aaeqnally,  taking  the  largest  share  himself.  The  distribation,  however,  was  made  in  accordance 
with  a  letter  written  by  the  testator,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  adults  interested,  and  of  one  of 

the  guardians  of  the  infants,  and  the  bona  fides  of  the  distribution  was  not  questioned : BeUL, 

that  the  distribution  was  authorised  by  the  will. 
VOL.  I.  S 


Staiement. 
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l^^l .  George.  DecimuB  Davisj  his  son  Matthew  Boulton  Davisj 
and  J.  W.  Malcolm  executors  and  trustees,  and  appointed 
the  said  George  Decimus  Damsj  Francis  Richard  Davisy 
and  Edwin  Davis  guardians  of  his  children. 

The  testator  died  on  November  24th,  1861,  leaving  a 
widow  and  six  sons,  of  whom  two,  R.  G.  Davis  and  the 
said  Matthew  Boulton  Davisy  were  of  age,  and  four  others, 
viz.  G.  W.  Davisj  M.  H.  Davisy  Francis  Robert  Davisy  and 
the  Plaintiff,  were  and  still  continued  infants. 

The  will  was  proved  by  Matthew  BouUon  Daris  alone, 
who  made  a  distribution  as  to  which  the  Chief  Clerk  certified 
as  follows: — ^^The  Defendant  Matthew  BouUon  Davisy 
claiming  under  the  will  of  the  said  testator  to  have  the  sole 
right  of  selecting  and  distributing  the  testator^s  plate, 
pictures,  books,  and  household  linen  as  he  in  his  sole 
discretion  might  think  fit,  has  selected  and  distributed  the 
testator^s  plate,  pictures,  books,  and  household  linen  men- 
tioned in  the  schedule  hereto  between  and  amongst  the  late 
Defendant  Isabella  Davis  (the  widow),  and  the  testator's 
sons  respectively,  in  manner  set  forth  in  the  said  schedule. 

^^  Such  distribution  was  made  by  the  Defendant  Matthetr 
BouUon  Davis  in  terms  of  a  letter  in  the  handwriting  of  thb 
testator,  and  with  the  consent  of  the  late  Defendant  George 
Decimus  Davis  as  one  of  the  guardians  of  the  testator's  sous 
G.  W.  Davisy  M.  H.  Davisy  Francis  Robert  Davisy  and  the 
Plaintiff,  and  with  the  consent  of  R.  G.  Davisy  the  eldest 
son  of  the  testator. 

^^  All  the  rest  of  the  testator's  plate,  linen,  books,  pictures, 
and  efiects  were  sold  by  ^^^hew  BouUon  Davisy  and 
included  in  his  accounts  of  the  personal  estate. 

"  As  by  the  before-mentioned  distribution  of  the  testa- 
tor's plate,  pictures,  books,  and  household  linen,  the  shares 
of  the  testator's  sons  therein  are  not  of  equal  value,  the 
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Plaintiff  contends^  that,  according  to  the  true  construction 
of  the  testatoi^s  will,  such  portions  of  the  said  plate,  pictures, 
books,  and  household  linen  as  the  said  Defendant  Matthew 
lioulton  Davis  selected  for  division,  ought  to  have  been 
divided  between  the  testator^s  wife  and  his  six  sons  in  equal 
proportions,  and  that  it  would  be  proper  so  to  divide  the 
same ;  and  if  that  is  not  practicable  the  whole  should  be  sold 
and  the  money  arising  fi*om  the  sale  equally  divided  between 
the  late  widow  and  the  said  six  sons  of  the  testator.  The 
qoeation  of  the  proper  distribution  of  such  plate,  pictures, 
books,  and  household  linen  is  at  the  request  of  all  the  parties 
reserved  for  the  consideration  of  tiie  Court." 

By  the  schedule,  it  appeared  that  something  was  allotted 
to  each  of  the  widow  and  the  six  sons,  the  largest  share  of 
the  plate  being  allotted  to  the  executor  himself. 

The  cause  now  came  on  upon  further  consideration. 
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Mr.   Crifardy  Q.C.,   and  Mr.   B.  B.   Rogersy  for  the      Arffumeni, 
Pbuntiff:— 

We  do  not  question  the  bona  fides  of  the  division  ;  but 
the  discretion  given  to  the  executors  was  only  to  say  how 
much  was  to  be  divided  in  specie,  and  how  much  to  be 
sold.  It  did  not  authorise  an  allotment  of  mere  trifles  to 
some  of  the  sons,  while  the  bulk  of  the  plate  is  taken  by 
the  executor  himself.  The  division  ought  to  be  equal  as 
nearly  as  may  be. 

Mr.  Jamesy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagshawey  for  the  executor : — 

It  is  impossible  to  divide  specific  articles  equally,  especi- 
alty  vhere  they  have  ar  pretium  afEectionis,  which  is  obvi- 
oualy  the  character  of  these  articles,  and  the  xeason  for 
reserving  them  out  of  a  sale.  These  is  no  .power  of  making 
a  valuation,  and  allowing  anything  by  way  of  owelty ;  and 
if  the  Court  holds  that  the  distribution  is  to  be  in  shares  of 

8  2 
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ArgvmeiU, 


Judgmmt, 


equal  value,  it  can  only  efFectuate  that  by  directing  a  sale, 
the  very  thing  which  the  testator  intended  to  prevent  with 
respect  to  such  particulars  as  the  executors  should  select. 

The  words  give  a  discretion  not  only  to  say  which  articles 
shall  be  reserved  from  the  sale,  but  also  what  portion  shall 
go  to  each  of  the  widow  and  sons.  The  plural  word  *  portions' 
shows  this,  though  it  is  true  that  the  plural  is  unnecessarily 
used  where  the  word  occurs  again. 

There  is  clearly  an  absolute  discretion  given,  and  the 
only  question  for  the  Court  is,  whether  it  has  been  exercised 
bona  fide.  The  facts  found  by  the  certificate  establish  this, 
and,  indeed,  it  is  not  disputed.  The  distribution  made 
must,  therefore,  be  supported.  It  is  to  be  observed,  also, 
that  though  the  proceeds  of  a  sale  would  be  divided  equally 
as  part  of  the  residue,  they  would  go  to  three  sons  only, 
whereas  the  articles  retained  were  to  be  divided  among  the 
widow  and  six  sons.  No  inference  as  to  equality,  therefore, 
can  be  drawn  from  the  equal  division  of  the  residue. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  mentioned  Kavanagh  v.  Mor- 
land  (a).] 

Mr.   James. — The  gift  there  was   "  share   and    share 
alike,"  and  the  power  to  distribute  was  only  a  power  of    , 
partition.  I 

Mr.  Giffard  replied.  | 

I 


Vice-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  certificate  removes  all  doubt  as  to  the  bona  fides  of 
the  distribution,  and  I  think  it  is  within  the  authoriiy  given 
by  die  will.  There  will,  therefore,  be  a  declaration,  that, 
according  to  the  true  construction,  the  allotment  mentioned 
in  the  certificate  was  authorised  by  the  will, 
(a)  Kay,  16,  27. 
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May    26<A  ^ 


WOOLLAM  V.  RATCLIFF. 
1  HIS  was  the  Hearing  of  the  cause.  tvo^^  ^^j^ 

rrn  •  i      t       •  i  .       i    .  It  is  Dot  neccs- 

The  witnesses  on  both   sides  were   examined   m   open  ury,  in  order  to 

Court,  and  the  result  of  the  evidence,  so  far  as  materia],  Srhijanction!** 

was  as  follows  :—  J^*]  *  ^^"^ 

trade  mark 

should  be    in- 

The  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  were  both  large  silk  throw-  fringed ;  it  is 

BufBcient  that 
a*ers.  the    Court 

should  be  satis- 

The  Plaintiff  was  in  the  habit  of  making  up  his  bun-  it,'cm\he*''* 
dies  of  silk  in  a  particular  form,  with  forty-eight  heads  whole,  afraud- 

.  .  ...  nlent  intention 

of  silk  in  each  bundle,  tied  with  five  strings  in  different  of  palming  off 

places,  with  the  silk  protected  from  the  knots  of  the  strings  goo^s  as  those 

by  pieces  of  foolscap  paper  of  a  particular  form,  the  heads  ^  'j^?  Plaintiff. 

of  silk  being  themselves  tied  with  silken  strings  of  different  case,  it  is  essen- 

colours  to  mark  the  quality  of  silk ;  and  he  used  to  place  imitation 

under  the  centre  string  of  each  bundle  a  label  in  a  paiidcu-  cess"  rliy'caicu^ 

lar  form,  describing  the  quality  of  silk,  and  containing  the  ^^\^  ^^  **®- 

foUowing  particular  mark, — St.  A*****, — which  represent-  where  it  did 

ed  St.  AlharCs  the  place  where  the  Plaintiffs  manufactory  any  wIT'had*' 

was,  and  which  was  well-known  in  the  trade  as  the  Plain-  ^^i  L°  ^^^^' 

'  deceived,  and  a 

tiff's  trade  mark.  material  part  of 

the  Plaintiffs 

In  the  latter  part  of  last  year  the  Defendant  made  up  a  had"  been""  * 
quantity  of  silk  in  bundles  in  exact  imitation  of  the  Plain-  c^u"*^' not-* 
tiffs  bundles,  and  affixed  to  them  a  label  exactly  like  that  of  withstanding 

the  Plaintiff,  except  that  the  mark  St.  A*****  was  omitted,  stances  of  sus- 
picion, refused 
These  bundles  were  sent  by  the  Defendant  to  EatorCa,  *^  interfere, 
who  was  proved  to  be  one  of  the  largest  silk  brokers  in 
Englandy   for    exportation   to   the   order  of   one    Young, 

Eatofij  in  December,  informed  the  Plaintiff  of  this  fact, 
and  this  Bill  was  thereupon  filed. 


>erW^  Z^.^^: 
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The  Plaintiff  stated  that  the  St.  A*****  was  usually 
covered  by  the  strings,  so  as  not  to  be  readily  seen  by  a 
purchaser ;  and  that  in  the  foreign  market,  where  his  goods 
had  the  largest  sale,  that  mark  would  not  be  relied  on. 

The  Defendant  stated,  in  cross-examination,  that  he  had 
received  an  order  from  Young  to  supply  him  with  silk 
made  up  to  match  a  particular  bundle  then  sent  him 
(which  was  admittedly  one  of  the  Plaintiff's  bundles,) 
with  the  exception  of  the  trade  mark,  and  that  he  had 
made  up  the  silk  in  question  in  obedience  to  that  order. 

Young  was  not  produced  by  either  party. 

A  great  number  of  witnesses  engaged  in  the  silk  trade 
were  examined,  who  all  deposed  that  the  label  was  an 
essential  part  of  the  making  up ;  and  it  appeared  that  none 
of  them  would  have  mistaken  any  silk  for  that  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, without  seeing  the  St.  A*****  on  the  bundle. 

No  evidence  was  given  to  shew  that  any  one  had,  in  fact, 
taken  any  of  the  Defendant's  silk  in  mistake  for  that  of 
the  Plaintiff. 


ArffvmtmL  Mr.  Gtffavdy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Freeling^  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Mr.  ItoUy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Pearsouy  for  the  Defendant:— 

We  have  not  imitated  their  trade  mark.  Any  one  may 
tie  up  bundles  of  silk  as  we  do ;  and  throwsters  generally^ 
as  we  did  in  this  instance,  tie  up  their  bundles  to  order. 

No  one  could  tell  the  Plaintiff 'p  bundles  apart  from  others 
except  by  the  trade  mark,  which  we  have  not  imitated. 

The  fact  that  we  went  to  EatotCs  is  in  itself  a  proof  of 
bona  fides. 

If  the  Plaintiff  had  applied  to  us  before  suit,  we  would 
have  satisfied  him  that  we  were  not  injuring  him. 
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Mr.  Giiard,  Q-C,  in  reply :—  ^^ 

There  woald  have  been  no  object  in  our  applying  to  the  w«»LiJkii 

Defendants :  we  should  merely  have  been  misled.  Ratclwf. 

If  JSotcK^can  establish  his  bona  fides,  he  may  recover  Arsumaif.. 

his  costs  from  Young  as  damages. 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

This  is  a  very  singular  case.  I  have  had  considerable 
^cpeiience  in  cases  of  trade  ipark,  sometimes  of  trade  mark 
simpliciter,  sometimes  of  trade  mark  as  one  of  numerous  in- 
dicia that  a  particular  thing  is  the  manufacture  of  a  par- 
ticular person. 

I  have  before  me  the  case  of  the  Omnibtts  Companies  (a)y 
where  the  words  "  Conveyance  Company,"  the  green  om- 
nibus, &c.,  were  held  sufficient  together  to  entitle  the 
Plaintiffs  to  an  injunction.  The  Defendants  might  have  bad 
those  words  painted  on  a  yellow  omnibus  without  objection, 
and  so  of  the  other  resemblances :  the  wrong  lay  in  their 
accumulation,  not  in  any  one  of  them  alone. 

In  this  case  the  Plaintiff  has  a  peculiar  mode  of  making 
up  his  goods.  This  is  not  precisely  a  trade  mark.  He 
says  "  My  goods  are  always  made  up  in  a  particular  form, 
better  ascertained  by  the  eye  than  by  any  description.  I  have 
always  had  five  strings,  and  have  strings  of  certain  colours 
and  other  particular  marks."  It  is  no  answer  to  this  to 
say  that  other  persons  have  used  each  of  these  things  sepa- 
rately ;  the  question  is,  have  they  met  together  in  any  other 
instance  1  Nothing  has  been  produced  in  Court  at  all  like 
the  Plaintifi's  goods. 

Then  it  is  said  ^^  The  Plaintiff  has  a  very  striking  mark 

(a)  KnoU  V.  Morgan,  2  Keen,  213. 
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by  which  any  one  could  at  once  be  satisfied  whether  any 
particular  goods  were  supplied  by  the  PlaintiflP  or  not ;  and 
we  have  not  attempted  to  imitate  that  mark.  This  would 
be  no  answer  if  I  had  any  proved  instance  in  which  goods 
supplied  by  theT5fefendant  had  been  actually  sold  as  the 
goods  of  the  PlaintifiF,  a  case  which  might  very  well  have 
happened,  at  least  in  the  foreign  market.  It  might  well  be, 
that  persons  who  had  been  in  the  habit  of  selling  the  Plain- 
tiff's goods  might,  in  the  foreign  market,  have  for  a  time 
palmed  off  imitations  of  this  sort  as  being  the  Plaintiff's 
manufacture.  I  think  it  has  been  established  that  in  the 
English  market  the  St.  A*****  would  have  been  necessary 
and  sufficient  as  indicia  of  the  Plaintiff's  goods ;  and  I  do 
not  think  that  in  its  absence  any  goods  could  have  been  sold 
in  England  as  the  manufacture  of  the  Plaintiff,  more  espe- 
cially as  I  do  not  think  the  Plaintiff  has  made  out  his  case 
as  to  this  mark  being  ordinarily  covered  by  the  centre 
strings. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  the  express  direction  to  the 
Defendant  to  imitate  the  Plaintiff's  bundle.  This  is  of 
course  always  an  element  of  suspicion ;  but  I  cannot  treat  it 
as  conclusive.  I  think  that  there  might  be  cases  in  which 
no  man  could  doubt  that  the  object  of  the  imitation  was  to 
deceive,  but  it  requires  very  strong  evidence  indeed  to  raise 
such  a  case.  In  Farina  v.  Silverlock  (a),  it  seemed  to  me 
that  there  could  be  but  one  reason  for  manufacturing  the 
labels  which  were  complained  of,  and  that  that  reason  was 
to  cheat,  and  I  therefore  thought  myself  justified  in  inter- 
fering by  injunction ;  but  the  Lord  Chancellor  (h)  thought 
that  they  might  possibly  be  required  for  renewing  old  worn 
out  labels  on  genuine  bottles,  and  he  sent  the  cajse  to  a 
jury.  That  shows  how  very  anxious  this  Court  is  not  to 
presume  a  fraudulent  intention  unnecessarily ;  and  although 


(a)  1  K.  &  J.  609. 


(6)  6  D.  M.  G.  214. 
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I  find  it  hard  to  understand  Young's  order,  if  it  was  given  ^®^^- 

for  any  honest  purpose,  I  have  this  diflBculty,  that  I  do  not  Woollam 

believe  that  any  one,  at  least  in  Englandy  would  have  been  ratcmkf. 
in  &ct  deceived  in  the  absence  of  the  special  trade  mark. 


Two  explanations  of  this  order  have  been  attempted,  but 
neither  of  them  is  satisfactory  to  my  mind.  It  is  in  the  first 
place  said  to  be  customary  for  silk  throwsters  to  make  up 
their  goods  according  to  the  fancy  of  their  customers.  This 
may  be  true  in  the  case  of  some  persons  just  commencing 
business ;  but  I  do  not  think  it  can  be  the  regular  course  of 
business  of  large  firms.  Local  customs  they  would  of  course 
)bserve, — the  north  of  England  custom,  for  instance, — and 
)erfectly  honest  variations  might  be  adopted ;  but  no  man 
n  a  large  way  of  business  could  possibly  be  expected  to 
alter  his  method  of  making  up  for  each  particular  order. 
Besides,  and  this  has  pressed  me  very  much,  I  cannot  con- 
ceive any  bona  fide  reason  for  ordering  a  new  label,  so  like 
the  Plaintiff's,  so  different  from  that  which  the  Defendant 
had  previously  used,  and  this  coupled  with  an  accurate 
imitation  of  all  the  Plaintiff's  other  peculiarities. 

A  second  attempt  at  explanation  is  that  suggested  by 
Mr.  RoU^  that  Young  might  have  supplied  part  of  an  order 
from  the  Plaintiff's  silk,  and  might  have  wished  the  rest  of 
the  order  to  correspond.  But  why  should  his  customers  have 
expected  the  rest  of  the  silk  to  be  made  up  similarly  to  the 
first  supply,  unless  they  thought  it  came  from  the  same 
hand?  Still,  I  have  no  evidence  that  any  one  has  been  in 
&ct  deceived,  and  I  do  not  think  myself  justified  in  assum- 
ing that  such  has  been  the  case. 

The  question  of  costs  turns  on  the  consideration  whether 
Ratcliff  has  or  not  acted  bona  fide  in  the  matter.  I  find 
much  in  the  facts  of  the  case  raising  considerable  doubt  on 
this  point ;  but  I  also  find  conduct  on  his  part  leading  to  a 
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contrary  conclusion.  I  must  give  him  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt.  I  think  he  acted  inconsiderately,  but  not,  as  I 
suppose,  dishonestly,  when  I  find  that  he  went  at  once  to 
Eatoriy  who  must  have  recognised  the  imitation,  who  has 
been  cross-examined,  and  has  given  his  evidence  in  the 
fairest  possible  manner,  and  through  whom  the  Plaintiff 
actually  learnt  what  had  been  done. 

It  further  appears  that  Eaton  had  given  this  information 
to  the  Plaintiff  so  long  ago  as  December  last ;  and  the 
Plaintiff  ought  therefore  to  have  done  one  of  two  things  : 
either  he  should  have  communicated  at  once  with  Batcliff 
and  obtained  firom  him  the  explanation  which  he  has  given 
here ;  or  else,  if  he  determined  on  applying  to  this  Court  in 
the  first  instance,  he  should  have  taken  care  to  show  that 
some  one  had  been  in  fact  deceived. 

I  think  Ratcliff  has  acted  very  hastily,  very  indiscreetly ; 
but  I  think  that  no  case  is  made  sufficient  to  call  for  an 
injunction,  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
doubt  I  feel  as  to  his  conduct;  more  especially  as  the 
Plaintiff,  by  simply  pursuing  his  inquiries,  might  have  made 
himself  safe. 

I  must  therefore  dismiss  this  bill  with  costs. 


Mmf  2SM. 


BATTY  V.  HILL. 


Trade  Marh^  1  HIS  was   a   motiou   for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 

««ito/iofi—     Defendant  Hill  from  placing  on  his  goods  the  words  "  Prize 

Prize  Medal   j^gj^l,  1862,*'  and  fix)m  in  any  manner  representing^  or 

ThU  Court  will  ^  r  «3 

not  grant  an  injanction  to  restrain  the  issae  of  goods  bearing  labels  containing  a  false  repre- 
sentation! when  sach  falsehood  is  not  an  infringement  of  any  right  vested  in  the  Plaintiff. 

The  persons  to  whom  prize  medals  have  been  awarded  by  the  Commissioners  of  the  Inter- 
national Exhibition,  have  not  ipso  facto  any  special  property  in  the  natora  of  a  trade  mark  in 
the  words  "  prize  medal." 

Therefore,  where  a  person  who  had  not  obtained  soch  a  medal  issued  his  goods  with  labels 
affixed  to  them  bearing  the  words  '*  P:izo  Medal,  1S62/'  this  Court  refused  to  interfere  at  the 
instance  of  a  person  who  had  obtained  such  a  medal. 
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indadng  persons  to  beliere,  or  endeavouring  so  to  do,  that 
he  had  gained,  in  respect  of  his  goods,  a  prize  medal  from 
the  International  Exhibition,  1862,  and  firom  in  any  other 
way  infringing  the  Plaintiff's  trade  mark,  or  depriving  the 
PlaintijBT  of  the  benefit  of  the  grant  of  the  medal  to  him. 

The  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  were  both  Pickle-merchants. 

The  Plaintiff  had  obtained  from  the  jurors  of  the  Inter- 
national Exhibition  one  of  the  prize  medals  awarded  by  them 
for  "  Pickles  and  Preserved  Fruits," 

The  Defendant  Hill  had  supplied  the  refreshment  de- 
partment at  the  Exhibition  with  pickles,  but  had  not  been 
an  exhibitor  thereat,  nor  had  he  obtained  any  prize  medal. 

In  June  last,  before  the  awards  had  been  made,  the 
Defendant  HiU  had  labels  prepared,  bearing  the  words 
'^  Prize  Medal,  1862 ;"  and  from  the  moment  that  the 
awards  were  made  he  issued  his  bottles  bearing  such 
labels,  and  he  also  placed  those  words  in  a  conspicuous 
manner  on  the  cases  in  which  he  exported  his  pickles  to 
various  places,  principally  in  Awtralia, 

The  Plaintiff,  shortly  after  the  issue  of  the  awards  of 
the  jury,  had  fresh  labels  struck  for  his  pickle  bottles,  bear^ 
ing  a  representation  of  his  medal  and  the  words  ^'  Inter- 
national Exhibition,  Prize  Medal,  1862 ;"  and  he  thenceforth 
issued  his  goods  with  these  labels  affixed ;  and  he  stated 
that  his  pickles  had  acquired  a  high  reputation  both  in 
European  and  colonial  markets  in  connection  with  this 
medal ;  and  that  the  representation  made  by  the  Defendant 
was  altogether  fidse,  and  calculated  to  obtain  for  his  goods 
the  benefit  of  the  reputation  which  attached  to  the  medal 
and  to  the  PlaintifTs  goods,  which  were  extensively  known 
in  this  country  and  abroad  in  connection  therewith. 


1863. 
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The  Plaintiff  also  alleged  that  the  sale  of  his  goods  had 
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been  injured  by  the  use  by  the  Defendant  of  these  words ; 
and  that  such  words  caused  many  persons  (especially  in  the 
colonies,  where  the  names  of  the  persons  to  whom  medals 
had  been  awarded  were  not  so  well  known  as  here,)  to  mis- 
take the  goods  of  the  Defendant  for  those  "  which  were 
known  in  connection  with  the  medal,"  particularly  those  of 
the  Plaintiff. 

It  appeared  that  there  had  been  but  two  medals  in  all 
awarded  for  pickles,  of  which  the  Plaintiff  had  obtained 
one,  and  the  Defendant  Partridge  the  other.  Partridge  had 
never  used  the  words  "  Prize  Medal"  on  his  labels ;  but  the 
Plaintiff  alleged  that  he  was  interested  in  the  question,  and 
injured  by  the  wrongful  act  of  the  Defendant. 

The  Plaintiff's  affidavit  contained  the  following  pas- 
sage : — 

"  I  believe  that  my  goods  have  become  and  are  exten- 
sively known  and  distinguished  in  the  colonies  and  abroad, 
and  also  in  this  country,  by  means  of  and  in  connection 
with  the  said  medal;  and~I  believe  that  my  goods  have 
acquired  and  now  enjoy  a  great  additional  reputation  by 
reason  and  means  of  such  medal,  especially  by  reason  of 
my  being  (except  Partridge)  the  only  person  who  received 
such  medal  for  pickles." 

The  Defendant  denied  that  he  had  imitated  the  Plain- 
tiff's trade  mark ;  denied  that  the  Plaintiff's  goods  had  any 
higher  reputation  than  his  own ;  and  denied  that  the  Plain- 
tiff had  been  injured. 

It  appeared  that  the  Defendant  had  been  at  one  time  in 
the  employment  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  an  attempt  was  made 
to  show  a  former  imitation  of  the  Plaintiff's  labels  by  him ; 
but  the  evidence  on  this  point  failed. 
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Sir  Hugh  Cairns,  Q.C.9  and  Mr.  Bagshawej  for  the  mo- 
tion:— 


Hill. 


This  is  a  most  nnjustifiable  falsehood  on  the  part  of  the         '. 

Defendant,  and,  if  permitted,  is  calculated  to  destroy  the      Argument. 
yalae  of  all  such  distinctions  as  this  medal  is. 

The  Plaintiff  is  peculiarly  interested,  not  only  because  he 
is  thereby  deprived  of  the  advantage  of  the  guarantee  of 
the  pre-eminence  of  his  goods,  which  is  imj)lied  in  the 
award  of  the  jurors,  but  also  because  his  goods  have  a  high 
reputation  in  connection  with  this  medal ;  and  the  Defend- 
ants goods  are  likely  to  be  mistaken  for  his  in  consequence 
of  this  falsehood. 

At  any  rate,  your  Honour  will  grant  the  injunction  till 
the  Hearing :  the  balance  of  convenience  is  entirely  in  our 
favour. 

Mr.  Criffardy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Goldamith^  contra : — 

This  is  not  a  case  of  trade  mark ;  not  nearly  so  strong  a 
case  as  that  in  which  your  Honour  refused  to  interfere  yes- 
terday (a).  Our  labels  are  not  the  least  like  the  Plaintiff's ; 
and  that  which  constitutes  his  trade  mark  is  his  signature, 
which  is  not  infringed  ;  and  our  own  name  is  on  every  side 
of  our  bottles. 

Our  pickles  bear  a  higher  price  in  the  market  than  those 
of  the  Haintiff:  we  should  therefore  be  injured,  not  bene- 
fited, by  our  goods  being  mistaken  for  his. 

Sir  Hrigh  Caimsy  in  reply : — 

The  Bill  is  not  founded  on  trade  mark.  We  claim  a  spe- 
cial property  in  this  mark,  to  which  we  and  one  other  (the 
Defendant  Partridge),  and  no  one  else,  have  a  right. 

(a)  WooUam  v.  Batcliff,  ante,  p.  259. 
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Judgment, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Paoe  Wood  : — 

I  ought  to  be  careftil  as  to  acting  in  this  case.  On  the 
question  of  balance  of  convenience  I  should  be  decidedly  in 
favour  of  the  Plaintiff;  the  inconvenience  to  the  Defendant 
would  be  merely  the  necessity  of  telling  the  truth.  It  is 
however  no  part  of  the  duty  of  this  Court  to  enforce  the 
observance  of  the  dictates  of  morality;  and  though  the  old 
maxim, 

**  Rem  facias,  rem, 
"  Si  poflBifl,  recte ;  si  doQi  quocunqoe  modo,  rem  (a), 

seems  to  apply  in  full  force  to  modem  times,  I  can  only 
interfere  when  some  private  right  is  thereby  infringed. 

If  there  had  been  any  thing  of  substance  in  the  supposed 
previous  imitation  of  the  Plaintiff's  marks,  1  should  have 
^ven  great  weight  to  the  fact  that  the  Defendant  has  now 
had  recourse  to  this  falsehood ;  I  should  have  treated  that 
as  a  strong  ingredient  in  the  consideration  of  the  whole 
question,  and  I  should  in  such  case  have  felt  greatly  inclin- 
ed to  restrain  him  now  from  continuing  a  r^resentation 
which  is  obviously  unjustifiable  in  itself. 

But,  as  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  no 
substance  whatever  in  the  charge  of  a  previous  attempt  to 
pass  off  the  Defendant's  goods  as  the  Plaintiff's,  I  must  deal 
with  the  present  case  without  the  only  element  which  would 
enable  me  to  make  the  order  which  is  now  applied  for. 

The  labels  issued  by  th^  Defendant  are  very  different 
frx>m  those  of  the  Plaintiff  in  many  respects ;  and  even  their 
similarities  are  only  general  resemblances,  without  any 
Special  appearance  of  imitation  of  the  Plaintiff^s  labels : 
but  then  he  hajs  superadded  to  those  labels  this  representa- 
tion, which  the  Plaintiff  has  also  added  to  his ;  the  differ- 
ence being  that  the  representation  is  true  on  the  part  of  the 
Plaintiff,  &lse  on  that  of  the  Defendant.     On  that  point 

(a)  Hor.  Ep.  I.  i.  65. 
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there  arises,  as  I  have  said,  a  presumption  against  the 
Defendant ;  but  he  must  be  held  entitled  to  use  these  labels, 
fidse  though  they  be,  if  they  do  not  interfere  with  the 
PlaintifTs  rights.  judammu 

The  Bill  has  been  filed  in  a  way  which  halts  between  two 
distinct  equities,  neither  of  which  is,  I  think,  sufficiently 
made  out. 

It  is  obvious  that  this  Court  cannot  interfere  simply  on 
the  ground  that  this  is  a  misrepresentation  ;  and  accordingly 
the  Plaintiff's  counsel  have  relied  upcm  a  supposed  special 
property  in  these  words,  vested,  either  in  the  Plaintiff 
personally,  or  in  all  the  persons  who  have  really  obtained 
prize  medals. 

If  the  Plaintiff's  goods  had  really  acquired  a  reputation 
abroad  under  the  name  of  "  Prize  Medal  Pickles,"  there 
would  be  great  reason  to  think  that  the  Defendant  was  inter- 
fering with  what  would  amount  to  a  trade  mark  in  this  sense, 
that  persons  buying  pickles  under  that  name  would  suppose 
that  they  were  purchasing  the  Plaintiff's  manufacture. 

Accordingly,  I  only  called  on  the  Defendant's  counsel  in 
consequence  of  the  averment  in  the  Bill  that  ^^  the  Defendant 
had  gained  the  benefit  of  the  reputation  which  attached  to 
the  medal"  (that  could  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  case) 
"  and  to  the  Plaintifl^s  goods  whicJi  were  and  are  extensively 
known  in  connection  therewith."  Is  it  meant  to  say  that 
when  "  Prize  Medal  Pickles"  are  asked  for,  the  Plaintiff^s 
pickles  would  be  produced,  or  is  it  merely  that  the  Plaintiff's 
goods  are  better  known  and  liked  in  connection  with  the 
medal  T 

The  Defendant  does  not  meet  this  averment,  which  I 
therefore  accept  as  true,  valeat  quantum ;  but  then  it 
appears  that  he  had  issued  his  pickles  with  this  label  on  them 
before  the  Plaintiff  had  added,  or  been  in  a  position  properly 
to  add  these  words  to  his  label,  which  in  itself  is  a  circum- 
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to  interfere.     The  Plaintiff  naturally  waited  till  he   was 
entitled  to  use  these  words  before  having  his  labels  pre- 
Jiid^menL      P^^^J  ^  restraint  by  which  the  Defendant  did  not  feel 
himself  bound. 

Then  there  is  this  additional  difficulty,  the  Plaintiff 
brings  before  the  Court  a  gentleman,  who,  like  himself,  has 
got  a  prize  medal ;  but  who,  unlike  him,  has  not  affixed 
any  mention  of  this  fact  to  his  wares.  If  these  words  con- 
stitute a  trade  mark  of  the  PlaintifTs,  even  in  the  secondary 
sense,  it  would  follow  that  Partridge,  who  had  an  ori^nal 
right  to  use  these  words,  but  who  has  not  done  so,  would 
be  liable  to  be  restrained  from  doing  so  now. 

Now  apply  this  to  the  case  of  oils  :  I  find  that  thirty 
different  pei*sons  have  been  awarded  prize  medals  in  that 
branch ;  and  it-  would  be  quite  idle  to  talk  of  the  term 
*^  Prize  Medal  Oils,"  as  representing  any  one  person's  goods. 

In  this  aspect  the  case  is  something  like  Denfs  case, 
which  came  before  me  some  time  ago  (a).  In  that  case  two 
firms  both  claimed  through  th&  same  person,  who  was  the 
person  to  whose  manufacture  the  reputation  attached,  and 
I  thought  that  they  were  entitled  to  come  here  separately  to 
restrain  a  third  person  from  usurping  the  benefit  of  that 
reputation.  I  do  not  think  that  there  was  any  appeal  or 
any  further  proceedings  in  that  case,  which  I  may  therefore 
assume  to  have  been  rightly  decided;  but  the  principle 
there  involved  could  not  be  applied  to  the  case  of  thirty 
persons  who  had  all  obtained  prize  medals  for  oils. 

If  it  had  been  shown  that  an  order  for  "  Prize  Medal 
Pickles  *'  would  in  the  trade  be  answered  by  supplying  the 
Plaintiff's  pickles,  there  might  be  some  foundation  for  the  in- 
terference of  the  Court;  but  this  case  falls  very  far  short  of  it, 
because  that  depends  upon  the  presumption  that  the  purchaser 


(a)  Dent  v.  Tnrpin,  2  J.  &  H.  139. 
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does  not  know  the  name  of  the  merchant,  and  rests  entirely 
on  the  reputation  acquired  by  the  particular  goods ;  whereas 
I  have  here  merely  the  fact,  that  two  persons  have  put  the 
same  mark  on  their  goods,  the  one  rightly,  the  other  falsely,      j^^^doment 

I  can  make  no  order  on  this  motion.  Costs  to  be  costs 
in  the  cause.        ^____^_^_^__^__,^ 

Since  this  Judgment  was  delivered,  and  partly  in  consequence 
thereof,  a  special  Act  of  Parliament  (a)  has  been  passed  for  the  pre- 
rention  of  this  particular  fraud. 

{a)  **The  Exhibition  Medals  Act,    sent  to  the  Cominoii828rd  July,  received 
1S63,*'  bronght  into  the  Houm  of  Lords   the  Royal  Assent  28th  July, 
by  the  Marquis  of  Clanricarde20tb  Jnly, 


Po^   tp"' 


THE  LEATHER   CLOTH    COMPANY  (Limitbd)  J«*7rt#8<*. 
V.    THE    AMERICAN    LEATHER     CLOTH  i^Uark- 

A  sswnmtitU—^ 

COMPANY  (Limitbd).  injunction^ 

T  False  Represen- 

HE  article  known  as  "  leather  cloth  '*  is  an  American        tafion. 

invention,  orimnally  due  to  Caleb  Pearson  Crockett.    Caleb  Although  a 

'       ^*  •'  ,  trade  mark  is 

Pecu^son  Crockett  and  John  R.  Crockett,  for  spme  time  after  not ''property" 
the   first  invention,  carried  on  business  as  leather-cloth  called' yet^ 
manufacturers  at  Newark,  New  Jersey,  under  the  firm  of  ^'^-^^^^ 

J.It^C.  P.  Crockett.  fide  assigned, 

the  ezclusiTe 

In  the  year  1854,  J.  R.  ^  C.  P.  Crockett  employed  the  "^fSemiik  * 
firm   of  Dodge,  Bacon,  &  Co.,  which   consisted  of  three  ^hich  has  been 

1  .     1      T^    ,         r.  1   ^.       ,  .     appropriated 

persons,  named  respectively  Dodge,  Bacon,  and  Oiandoiiati^  to  that  business 
as  their   agents  in   England;   and  through  their  means  ^IJ^ed along 
"  Crocketfs  Leather  Cloth"  became  a  well-known  article  of  J?>**  '^  A^^ 

this  principle 

commerce  in  this  country.  applies  even 

where  the 

The  two  firms  ofJ.R4^  C.  P.  Crockett,  and  Dodge,  Bacon,  "^^  [°^  "* 

mark  (ont  of  England)  is  retained  by  the  assignors. 

Where  a  trade  mark  has  onoe  been  legitimately  acquired,  an  altered  state  of  circumstances 
rcodering  the  specific  assertions  appearing  on  the  face  of  the  trade  mark  no  longer  true,  will  not 
render  the  nse  of  each  mark  improper. 

Although  a  statement  in  his  trade  mark,  which  is  fiUse  ab  initio,  will  in  general  doprive  the 
Plaintiir  of  all  right  to  relief,  this  principle  does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  the  falsehood  in 
qveition  was  not  reasonably  calculated  to  deceiye. 

T 


272  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

}^^^'  .     4'  Co.j  were  afterwards  amalgamated,  and  the  joint  firm 
The  Lkathbb  assumed  the  style  oft/.  -B.  4r  C.  P.  Crockett  8f  Co. 

Cloth  "^ 

Compart  (L.)      In  the  year  1855,  this  last-named  firm  was  dissolved; 

The  American  and  thereupon  J.  R.  Crocketty  C.  P.  Cirociett,  and  jBocon,  to- 

cJ^^C^M-    gether  with  three  other  persons,  formed  a  Company  under 

PANT  (L.>     ^^  g^2^  ^  u  xh^  Crockett  International  Leather  Cloth  Com- 

^*''**"**^      panyJ^    The  business  previously  carried  on  by  J.  72.  ^  C. 

P.  Crockett  8f  Co.  was  transferred  to  this  Company,  which 

carried  on  business  in  America  at  Newark  aforesaid  as  a 

chartered  Company,  and  in  England  at  West  Ham  as  a 

common  partnership. 

In  January,  1856,  Dodge  took  out  a  patent  for  tanning 
leather  cloth,  which  patent  he  immediately  afterwards  as- 
signed to  the  International  Company ;  and  that  Company 
thereupon  assumed  the  following  trade  mark,  which  they 
affixed  to  all  their  "  first  quality  goods  :*'— 


t  J  r&cj'.crockett// 

It  was  admitted  that  this  trade  mark  had  from  the  out- 
set been  applied  to  untanned,  and  therefore  unpatented, 
goods,  as  well  as  to  the  tanned  goods. 

There  was  some  dispute  as  to  the  quantity  of  tanned 
cloth  which  had  been  manufactured,  the  Defendants 
alleging  that  such  cloth  had  proved  a  complete  failure,  and 
that  the  InUmational  Company  had  almost  immediately 
abandoned  its  manufacture ;  the  Plaintiffs,  on  the  contrary, 
asserting  that  a  large  quantity  had  at  all  times  since  the 
patent  been   made,  and  in  particular  that  the  London, 
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logo 

BrigkUmy  and  South  Coast  Railway  Company  never  used      .     ^  *  • 
the  nntanned  cloth.      They    likewise   asserted  that  the  ^"^J^™"" 
tanned  goods  bore  a  higher  price  in  the  market.  Company  (L.) 

It  was,  however,  admitted  that  at  no  time  had  the  tanned  ThkAmericaw 
doth  exceeded  one-tenth  of  the  entire  quantity  of  first    Cloth  Com* 
quality  goods  sold  by  the  International  Company,  or  by  the     ^^^  ^  ^ 
Plaintiffs  as  their  successors.  SiatemeaL 

Dodge  had  also  taken  out  a  patent  for  the  machinery 
used  in  the  manufacture ;  but  it  was  admitted  that  this 
had  no  effect  on  any  of  the  questions  in  the  cause. 

Both  patents  had  been  suffered  to  expire. 

On  the  21st  May,  1857,  an  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  Baeon,  Dodge,  and  Giandonati  (as  such  partners 
of  the  extinct  firm  of  J.  R,  ^  C.  P.  Crockett  4*  Co.  as 
aforesaid,)  and  one  Lorsont  (who  had  ^brought  about  this 
agreement,  and  who  was  now  the  Plainttffis'  foreman,)  and 
C.  P.  Crockett  (as  agent  for  the  Tntemationcd  Company,)  of 
the  one  part,  and  John  Murray  (then  actuig  as  agent  for 
the  intended  Leather  Cloth  Company,  the  Plaintiffs  in  this 
suit,  and  now  their  solicitor,)  of  the  other  part,  whereby 
the  parties  of  the  first  part  agreed  to  sell  to  the  Plaintiffs 
their  letters  patent  in  England  and  France,  and  the  exclu- 
nve  right  of  taking  out  similar  patents  in  the  rest  of 
Europe,  and  all  their  processes  of  manufacture,  and  all 
their  lands,  factory  works,  plant,  and  other  property  at 
West  Ham,  at  the  price  of  £20,000. 

The  said  agreement  contained  the  following  clause : — 

^  That  the  parties  of  the  first  part,  or  any  of  them,  will 
not  directly  or  indirectly  carry  on,  nor  will  they  to  the 
best  of  their  power  allow  to  be  carried  on  by  others,  in  any 
f^Tt  of  Europe,  any  company  or  manu&ctoiy  having  for 
its  object  the  manufacture  or  sale  of  productions  in  any 
way  amilar  to  the  productions  which  are  the  subject  of  the 

T  2 
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1863. 

The  Lbathbb 

Cloth 
Company  (L.) 

V. 

Thb  American 

Leather 
Cloth  Com- 
pany (L.). 


said  letters  patent,  and  now  manufactured  in  the  business  or 
manufactory  so  carried  on  at  West  Ham  as  aforesaid,  and 
will  not  communicate  to  any  person  or  persons  the  means 
or  processes  of  such  manu&cture,  so.  as  in  any  way  to 
interfere  with  the  exclusive  enjoyment  by  the  said  intended 
Company  of  the  benefits  hereby  agreed  to  be  purchased.** 

By  one  of  the  deeds,  which  was  executed  to  carry  this 
appreement  into  effect,  the  goodwill  of  the  business  at  West 
Hamy  and  the  right  of  using  the  trade  mark  as  the  same 
had  been  used  at  West  Ham^  were  assigned  to  the  Plaintifis ; 
but  such  deed  contained  no  covenant  preventing  the  Inter- 
national Company  from  the  use  of  the  name  of  Crockett  4r  Co. 

Upon  the  said  purchase  being  completed,  the  Plaintiffs 
immediately  adopted  the  said  trade  mark,  and  they  have 
ever  since  continued  to  use  it  on  all  first  quality  goods 
indiscriminately,  just  as  the  Croekett  International  Company 
had  done  before  them. 

The  International  Company  continued  for  a  short  time  to 
carry  on  business  in  America ;  but  in  the  course  of  the  same 
year,  1857,  they  entirely  discontinued  business,  and  the 
American  branch  of  this  trade  was  assigned  to  a  new  Com- 
pany, called  "  The  Crockett  Leather  Cloth  Company^  which 
was  (except  as  to  one  agency  at  Leipsic)  an  exclusively 
American  Company. 

Some  evidence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants, 
to  show  that  the  Crockett  Company  had  an  agent,  one  Mr. 
Kohnstamm^  in  London^  and  had  a  regular  depdt  for  their 
goods  there ;  but  Kohnstamm  himself  made  an  affidavit  on 
behalf  of  tlie  Plaintiffs,  by  which  it  appeared  that  he  had 
not  acted  as  an  agent  at  all,  but  had,  as  a  speculation  of 
his  own,  bought  the  goods  of  the  Crockett  Company 
(amongst  others)  on  his  own  account,  for  resale  in 
England. 


>^ 
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The  trade  mark  adopted  by  the  Crockett  Company^  and        1^68. 
bj  which  their  goods  were  known,  was  the  following : —     Thb  Lbatrsb 

5HE8  Q^  COMPAMT   (L.) 

THBAKBRIOAy 

Leathkb 

GlX)TH    Ck>M' 

§J.B&CJP.CBOCEETT§  s^t^imt, 

tiPMCJINALINVERTOBg  ♦ 

%  A.D  1849  O^^ 

Shortly  after  the  sale  of  the  West  Ham  business  to  the 
Hainti£[s,  Dodge  4"  Oiandonati  commenced  business  in  the 
Old  Kent  Boad  as  manufacturers  of  Leather  Cloth,  which 
they  described  as  "  Crocketfs  Leather  Cloth!^ 

The  Plaintifl^  thereupon  filed  a  Bill,  and  obtained  an 
injunction  restraining  them  from  holding  themselves  out  as 
being  agents  for  or  connected  with  the  sale  of  Crockett e 
Leather  Clothy  or  otherwise  using  the  name  of  Crockett  in 
their  business. 

Dodge  4r  Giandonati  shortly  afterwards  became  bankrupt 

The  Defendants  were  a  Company  incorporated  in  the 
month  of  August,  1861 ;  and  they  carried  on  business  in 
the  Old  Kent  Roadj  on  the  premises  formerly  occupied 
by  Dodge  ir  Giandonati. 

The  Defendants  had  adopted  a  device  as  a  trade  mark 
for  their  first  quality  goods,  which  the  Plaintiffs  complained 
of  as  an  interference  with  their  right  to  the  exclusive 
benefit  of  their  trade  mark  before  described.  Such  device 
was  as  follows : —  i«afRCUmi« 

LEATHER  CLOTH 
ajmurdenmiD  wtmm  MAMAog/t 

LATK  WITH 

J.R  £:C.P.CROCKETT&C? 

12  Y4' 

OLD  ICKNTROA0.L0ND0N. 
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1868. 

Thb  Lsathbb 

Cloth 
COMPAHT  (L.) 

V. 

ThbAmericar 

I'BATHBB 

CuyTK    0>M- 

PAKY  (L.> 

StatemetU. 
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The  trade  marks  used  upon  their  second  quality  goods  by 
thePlaintiffi  and  Defendants  respectively,  were  as  follows: — 
By  the  Plaintiffs : —  By  the  Defendants : — 


\»t  12  Yds   •J? 


^  LEATHERCLOTH^ 


Some  reliance  was  in  the  pleadings  placed  on  the  resem- 
blance of  these  marks ;  bat  the  arguments  turned  almost 
exclusively  on  the  marks  affixed  to  first  quality  goods. 

The  Defendants  had  also  issued  Price  Current  Lists,  in 
which  they  had  annexed  to  the  different  colours  of  leather 
cloth  numbers  identically  corresponding  to  the  numbers 
annexed  to  the  same  coloursin  the  Trade  Price  Current  Lists 
of  the  Plaintifis ;  and  they  asserted  that  they  were  entitled 
so  to  do,  and  that  such  numbers  were  generally  used  in 
connection  with  such  colours  by  the  trade  at  large,  all  over 
Europe  and  America ;  and  this  was  substantially  admitted 
by  the  Plaintifi^. 

The  Defendants  justified  the  representations  made  in 
their  first  quality  trade  mark  by  showing  that  Mr.  Wegelin^ 
their  manager,  had  been  in  the  emplojrment  of  CrockeU^s 
International  Company  fix)m  December,  1856,  to  May, 
1857.  Mr.  Wegelin  left  the  employment  of  the  Defendants 
in  April,  1862,  and  thereupon  Mr.  Thomas  became  the 
manager.  Mr.  Thomas  stated  that  he  also  had  been  in  the 
employment  of  J.  R.  ^  C.  P.  CrockeU  ^  Co.y  but  upon 
cross  examination  it  appeared  that  he  had  been  so  only  in 
so  &r  as  that  was  implied  in  the  fact  that  he  had  been  in 
the  service  of  Dodge  during  the  time,  or  part  of  the  time, 
when  Dodge  was  a  partner  of  the  Crocketts. 
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The  Defendants  further  objected  that  the  Plaintiffs  were        ^3^- 
deceiving  the  public  by  affixing  a  mark  with  the  word  The  Lbatueb 
"  patented"  upon  it  to  unpatented  goods ;  and  they  produced  compa^cl.) 
affidavits  from  several  shopkeepers,  upholsterers,  and  fumi-  ^^  jj' 
tore  dealers,  who  said  that  if  the  article  were  not  patent      Leather 
they  had  been  grossly  deceived,  and  had  deceived  their      pAirr(L.) 
customers.     Several  of  these  deponents  said  that  they  had 
paid  a  hi^er  price  for  the  cloth  in  consequence  of  believing 
it  to  be  a  patent  article,  and  two  of  the  affidavits  contained 
the  following  clause : — 

'^  Kthe  said  American  leather  cloth  be  not  patented,  I 
have  been  grossly  deceived  thereby,  and  have  paid  several 
shillings  per  piece  unnecessarily  and  improperly,  as  other 
doth  would  have  answered  my  purpose  equally  welL** 

The  Plaintifis  adduced  evidence  to  show  that  when 
«  Croeketes  Cloth**  had  been  asked  for,  the  cloth  of  the 
Defendants  had  been  supplied ;  while  the  Defendants  on 
the  other  hand  relied  on  the  dissimilarity  of  the  trade 
marks  as  negativing  any  supposed  attempt  at  finiudulent 
imitation. 

There  was  also  the  usual  contest  as  to  whether  the 
Plaintiffs'  cloth  had  or  had  not  any  intrinsic  superiority 
over  the  Defendants'. 

On  the  7th  of  February,  1862,  an  injunction  was  moved 
for  in  the  suit ;  when  the  Vice-Chancellor  declined  to  make 
any  order  on  the  motion,  but  made  the  costs  costs  in  the 
cause,  leaving  the  Plaintiflb  to  establish  their  case  at  the 
Hearing  as  they  could. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  Hearing. 


Mr.  DicHnson  (Sir  Hugh  Cairns^  Q.  C,  with  him)  for     Argument, 
the  Plaintifis : — 
This  case  is  virtually  governed  by  Leather  Cloth  Co.  v. 
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.    ^     .  Hirschfeld  (a),  where  all  the  points  raised  in  this  case  were 

The  Leather  discossed  and  decided  in  our  favour. 
Cloth 

9.  Those  points  are  three  in  number : 

TheAmericah  -_ 

Leather  IsL  That  we  have  no  exclusive  right  to  this  trade  mark, 

PA^ cl!)'  *^^  *^**  ^^^  trade  mark  belongs  as  much  to  every  mem- 


ArgumewL 


ber  of  the  old  firm  of  Crocketta  ^  Co.  as  to  us. 

But  this  is  not  so ;  CrocketU  do  not  carry  on  any  business  in 
Europe ;  and  if  they  did,  we  could  restrain  them  from  the  use 
of  this  mark:  Churton  y.  Douglas  (b)y  Collins  Co.  v.  Brotwi(c), 
Collins  Co,  V.  Cowen  (d).  All  persons  who  had  any  right 
to  use  this  trade  mark  concurred  in  the  assignment  to  us. 

This  case  is  not  within  the  principleof  ^a^/  v.  Barrows  {e)y 
because  there  the  question  was,  whether  the  Court 
would  itself  order  a  sale  of  the  trade  mark,  u  «.,  whether  it 
was  property,  which  it  admittedly  is  not. 

In  Bury  v.  Bedford  (/),  it  was  only  decided  that  the 
owner  of  a  trade  mark  could  not  sell  it  twice. 

2nd.  Tliey  say  that  we  are  disentitled  to  sue  because 
we  affix  the  word  ^'  patented  "  to  unpatented  goods. 

But  we  only  do  so  in  connection  with  the  word  "tanned," 
and  the  tanned  goods  are  patented.  It  is  no  objection  that 
the  patent  has  expired:  Edelsten  v.  Vick  (g) ;  though  it  would 
be  different  if  we  never  had  had  one :  Flavel  v.  Harri- 
son (A).  Any  one  can  tell  whether  the  goods  are  tanned  or 
not ;  and  they  have  notice  on  the  fiice  of  the  stamp  that  the 
untanned  goods  are  not  patented. 

3rd,  They  say  that  they  have  not  told  any  untruth,  and 
not  imitated  our  labels. 

The  untruth  is  evident;  they  lead  the  public  to  believe  that 
WegeUn  or  7%oma«  was  manager  to  the  CrockeUs,  whereas 

(a)  1  N.  R.  661.  (e)  11  W.  R.  626. 

(ft)  Joh.  174.  (/)  1  N.  R.  6. 

(c)  3  K.  &  J.  423.  {g)  11  Hare,  78. 

(rf)Id.  428.  .      (A)  JO  Hare,  467. 


rAHY  (L.) 
ArgmMnL 
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neither  of  them  ever  had  any  real  connection  with  the        ^^^^• 
CrocketU  in  the  business.  Thb  Lbathbb 

Cloth 

[The  Vice-Chancbllob.— In  whatever  capacity  either  Compajcy  (L.) 

of  these  gentlemen  may  have  been  with  the  Croeketts,  they  '^"^^"^^^^ 

liave  a  right  to   say  Mate  with  Crockett,^  provided  they  Cloth  Com- 
have  soffidently  distinguished  their  stamp  from  yours.] 

Mr.  Dickinson. — ^That  they  have  not  done  so  is  evident. 
The  whole  thing  is  an  attempt  to  get  the  benefit  of  the 
name  of  Crockettj  to  which  they  are  not  entitled. 

Mr.  RoU^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fischer  for  the  Defendants  :— 

To  make  any  order  in  this  case  would  be  to  carry  the 
principle  fiirther  than  has  ever  yet  been  done. 

The  caution  with  which  the  Court  proceeds  in  these 
cases,  and  the  care  which  it  takes  not  rashly  to  extend  its 
principles  of  action,  are  shewn  by  the  cases  of  Blanchard  v. 
BiU(a)y  and  Motley  v.  DoiDnman(b). 

There  are  four  objections  to  the  Bill : 

IsL  This  is  not  the  case  of  a  Plaintiff  coming  to  ask  the 
Court  to  restrain  the  Defendant  from  passing  off  his  goods 
as  the  goods  of  the  Plaintiff,  but  of  a  Plaintiff  asking  the 
Court  to  enable  him  to  pass  off  his  goods  as  those  of  a 
third  party.  This  has  not  been  done,  and  will  not  be 
done :  Hall  v.  Barrows  (c),  Harper  v.  Pearson(d). 

The  right  to  this  name  would  be  in  Giandonatiy  who 
assents  to  our  use  of  it :   Webster  v.  Webster  («). 

[The  Vice-Chancellob  referred  to  Crofl  v.  Day  (/).] 

Mr.  Holt. — ^That  was  a  case  of  close  imitation,  and  the 
Plainti£&  had  a  right  as  executors  representing  the  estate. 

2nd.  There  is  really  no  imitation ;  our  cloth  is  not  re- 

(a)  2  Atk.  484.      .  (J)  3  L.  T.  547. 

(6)  3  My.  &  Cr.  1.  («)  3  Swanst.  490,  n. 

(c)  Ubi  sup.  (/)  7  Beav.  84. 
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1863.  presented  to  be  Crocketts' ;  our  tnule  mark  is  perfectly 
ThxLeathbb  distinct,  and  not  more  like  that  of  the  Plaintiffs  than 
Company  (L.)  necessarily  arises  i5pom  the  nature  of  the  business. 

V. 

^'^i^^T^      3rd.  This  is  one  of  the  grossest  deceptions  on  the  part 
Cloth  Com-    of  the  Plaintiffs  which  has  ever  been  attempted.    The 

FAmr  (L).  .  ,    ,    ,•  ,  .  11.    1 

patent  never   was  mtended  for  anything  except  a  blind. 

rgumaiL  rpj^^  unpatented  article  has  been  most  successM;  the 
patented  article  is  not  only  no  improvement,  but  it  has 
been  practically  unused.  Then  the  Plaintiffs,  by  the  use 
of  this  stamp,  which  untruly  asserts  unpatented  goods  to  be 
patent  goods,  have  extracted  fix>m  a  number  of  persons  a 
higher  price  than  their  wares  could  otherwise  have  com- 
manded ;  and  their  only  defence  for  this  conduct  is,  that 
the  deception  is  so  gross  that  it  could  not  deceive  any  but 
the  most  gullible.  K  that  were  so  it  would  be  no  defence, 
but  it  is  not  so ;  you  cannot  impute  knowledge  of  the  pecu- 
liarities of  tanned  doth  to  all  purchasers. 

4th.  The  Plaintiffs  have  not  acquired  any  right  to  use 
the  name  of  Crocketts  as  distinguished  from  ^'  International 
Company!*  The  right,  whatever  it  may  have  been,  which 
they  obtained  from  that  Company,  would  not  give  them  an 
exclusive  right  as  against  the  other  partners  in  the  expired 
firm  of  Crocketts  8f  Co,  Giandonati  swears  that  he  never 
assigned  his  right  to  use  the  name  either  to  the  Inter-' 
national  Company  or  the  Plaintiffs.  The  Crockett  Co.  in 
America  use  the  name  in  defiance  of  the  Plaintiffs,  and 
send  their  goods  over  here  for  sale. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor  to  Mr.  Dickinson. — ^The  only 
difficulty  I  have  is,  that  you  have  deceived  the  public 
by  stamping  cloth,  which  is  neither  tanned  nor  patented, 
with  a  mark  which  asserts  it  to  be  both.  You  may  con- 
fine your  reply  to  the  question  whether  I  ought  not  to  act 
upon  the  principle  of  Flavel  v.  Harrison  (a).] 

(<i)  Ubi  sup. 
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Mr.  Dickinson  in  reply : —  1868. 

The  evidence  nowhere  says  that  any  of  the  witnesses  "ci^oth"" 

went  to  the  Plaintiffs  and  asked  them  for  leather  cloth,  and  Compahv  (U) 

that  on  being  handed  the  first  quality  cloth  they  consented  THsAMBMCAjr 
to  give  a  larger  price  for  the  same  article  than  they  would 


have  given  had  they  known  that  the  article  was  not  patented, 
or  that  they  gave  Plaintiffs  a  larger  price  than  they  would 
have  given  to  a  vendor  of  unpatented  cloth ;  and  if  they 
merely  mean  that  they  purchased  the  Plaintifi^  article 
rather  than  that  of  other  manufiicturers  because  it  was  a 
better  article^  and  that  they  attributed  that  superiority  to  its 
being  patented,  that  is  not  a  fraud  on  any  one;  and  where 
persons  are  found  to  assert,  as  two  gentlemen  do,  that  they» 
wholesale  dealers,  gave  a  larger  price  for  an  article  merely 
because  they  thought  it  was  patented,  when  they  could  have 
got  another,  unpatented,  article  at  a  lower  price  whicli 
would  have  suited  them  as  well,  that  is  not  worthy  of  belief. 
A  patent  by  creating  a  monopoly  raises  the  price ;  but  if  it 
be  known  that  there  is  no  monopoly,  the  patent  will  have 
no  such  effect. 

That  the  patent  was  not  a  mere  trick  is  clear  irom  the 
evidence  that  the  London^  Brighton^  and  Soutli  Coast  Rail" 
way  will  not  have  the  untanned  cloth. 


Cloth  Com- 
PAWY  (L.) 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : —  ^  .  g^ 

The  question  raised  in  this  case  has  come  before  me  on      JudgmenL 
several  occasions,  on  all  of  which  it  has  been  very  fully  and 
ably  discussed,  and  never  more  so  than  in  this  suit,  in  which 
some  points  of  considerable  importance  are  involved. 

A  firm  of  •/•  R,  Sf  C.  P.  Crockettj  who  seem  to  have  been 
the  inventors  in  America  of  the  manufacture  known  as 
leather  cloth,  employed  a  firm  at  West  Ham  as  their  agents 
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1863.  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  the  article.     After  a  time 

The  Lbathkb  certain  changes  took  place  in  the  constitution  of  Messrs. 

CoxpAHT  (I*)  Crocketfs  firm,  and  I  take  it  to  be  proved,  on  the  part  of 

ThbAjouugah  *^®  Defendants,  that  Mr.  Gtandonatiy  as  representing  the 

LsATHEB  London  house  of  which  he  was  a  member,  became  a  partner 

PANT  (L.)  in  the  American  firm,  and  continued  in  that  position  during 

ju^menL  P*^^  ^^  *^®  years  1854  and  1855. 

In  the  latter  year  Messrs.  Crockett  dissolved  the  existing 
partnership,  and,  in  conjunction  with  some  other  persons, 
formed  a  company  which  was  duly  incorporated  in  the 
month  of  October,  1855,  accx)rding  to  the  American  law, 
by  the  name  of  The  Crockett  International  Leather  Cloth 
Company.  Shortly  after  this  Mr.  C.  P.  Crockett  came  to 
England  armed  with  a  power  of  attorney  fix)m  the  American 
Company,  with  the  view  of  selling  the  English  works  and 
business  to  a  new  Company  intended  to  be  established.  The 
Plaintifls'  Company  was  accordingly  formed  for  the  pur- 
pose, and  was  duly  registered  on  the  22nd  of  May,  1857. 
On  the  day  before  the  registration  an  agreement  was  exe- 
cuted between  the  members  of  the  then  West  Ham  firm, 
Messrs.  Bacon^  Dodge  and  Giandonatiy  and  Mr.  Lorsont 
(who  is  now  the  Plaintifis'  manager,)  and  Mr.  C.  P.  Crockett^ 
of  the  one  part,  and  Mr.  Murray  (now  the  Plaintifis'  solici- 
tor,) of  the  other  part. 

Before  this  time  certain  English  patents  had  been  taken 
out  by  Dodge  on  behalf  of  the  International  Company^  in- 
cluding among  others  a  patent  of  the  14th  January,  1856, 
for  improvements  in  the  manufacture  by  applying  a  process 
which  they  termed  tanning  to  the  cloth  before  applying  the 
enameL 

By  the  agreement  I  have  mentioned,  the  parties  of  the 
first  part  agreed  with  Murray  that,  in  consideration  of 
£20,000,  these  patents,  including  the  tanning  patent,  and 
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Leather 

Cloth  Com- 

PAWT  (L.) 


all  the  ground  works  at  We^t  Hamy  with  the  business  there        1^^^- 
carried  on^  should  be  assigned  to  the  new  Company,  and  The  Leather 
that  the  parties  of  the  first  part  should  not  carry  on,  or  company  (L). 
directly  or  indirectly  allow  to  be  carried  on,  in  Europe  the  xhe  American 
manu&cture  of  leather  cloth ;  and  further,  that  they  would 
not  communicate  the  secret  of  the  process  to  any  person  so 
as  in  anyway  to  interfere  with  the  exclusive  enjoyment  by 
the  Plaintifis  of  the  benefits  thereby  assigned. 

After  the  formation  of  the  Plaintiffs'  Company  this  was 
followed  by  a  formal  deed,  dated  the  8th  of  July,  1857. 
Dodge  (probably  as  the  grantee  of  the  patents)  was  the  only 
member  of  the  West  Ham  firm  who  was  made  a  party  to  this 
deed,  the  other  parties  being  the  International  Company  of 
the  second  part,  and  the  Plaintiffs'  Company  of  the  third 
part.  By  this  instrument,  the  whole  of  the  property  men- 
tioned in  the  agreement  was  assigned  to  the  Plaintiffs' 
Company,  together  with  the  goodwill  of  the  West  Ham 
business,  and  the  right  to  use  the  trade  marks  theretofore 
employed. 

From  that  time  the  Plaintiffs'  Company  have  made  use 
of  the  trade  marks  which  the  International  Company  had 
previously  used,  and  seem  to  have  been  the  only  persons 
who  used  those  trade  marks,  or  any  others  at  all  like  them, 
until  March,  1861,  when  the  Defendants  commenced  the 
use  of  the  marks  which  it  is  the  object  of  this  suit  to 
restrain* 

The  history  of  the  Defendants'  Company  is  this : — They 
purchased  a  business  for  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  leather 
doth,  which  had  been  established  in  1858  by  Dodge  and 
Giandonati  in  the  Old  Kent  Roady  and  had  been  conducted 
by  them  up  to  this  time  without  any  reference  to  Messrs. 
Crockettj  or  any  imitation  of  their  trade  marks.  Having 
acquired  this  business,  the  Defendants  proceeded  to  use  the 
trade  marks  complained  of. 
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I  have  therefore  to  compare  these  trade  marks,  and  I 
have  also  to  concader,  whether,  having  regard  to  the  recent 
cases  at  the  Bolls,  which  were  pressed  upon  me  in  argu- 
ment (a),  I  can  hold  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  any  right  in 
the  old  trade  marks — ^whether,  when  parted  with  by  those 
who  originally  employed  them,  they  did  not  become  open 
to  all  the  world — ^whether,  in  fact,  they  had  not  ceased  to 
denote  the  particular  manu&cture  and  business  now  car- 
ried on  by  the  Flaintifis'  Company — and  lastly,  whether 
the  Plaintiffs'  right  to  relief  is  not  barred  by  the  circum- 
stance that  the  trade  mark  referring  to  the  tanning  patent 
was  affixed  by  them  to  a  class  of  goods  which  had  never 
been  patented  at  all. 

It  is  entirely  beyond  dispute  that  the  business  and  manu- 
facture to  which  the  Plaintifis  have  succeeded  was  carried 
on  in  the  manner  I  have  described — first,  by  .7.  22.  ^  C.  P. 
Crockett  with  the  West  Ham  firm  as  their  English  agents, 
then  by  Messrs.  Crockett  in  partnership  with  the  West  Ham 
firm,  then  by  the  International  Company^  and  lastly,  so  far 
as  the  English  business  is  concerned,  by  the  Plaintifis*  Com- 
pany. The  Plaintiffs'  trade  mark  shews  on  the  fiice  of  it 
that  it  was  used  only  since  the  formation  of  the  Intemor 
tional  Company.  It  bears  the  words — "  Crockett  Intenwr 
tional  Leather  Cloth  Company ^  Newark^  New  Jersey y  United 
StaieSj  and  West  Ham^  Essex^  England^^  and  in  the  centre, 
"  J.  R.  ^  C.  P.  Crockettj  Manufacturers ;"  all  which  was 
perfectly  true  at  the  time  when  the  mark  was  devised. 
Then  comes  the  reference  to  the  tanned  leather  cloth 
patent,  in  which  I  notice  that  the  date  is  stated  as  Jan. 
24th,  instead  of  Jan.  14th.  This  mistake,  however,  is  in 
no  way  material,  because  the  description  is  sufficient  to 
guide  any  one  who  searched  the  patent  office  to  the  patent 
of  the  14th  of  January,  1856. 

(a)  Hall  V.  Barrows,  and  Bury  v.  Bedford,  ubi  «ip. 
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The  mark  in  this  form  was  tised  before  the  transfer  of 


186S. 


the  business  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the  deed  grants  to  them  The  Lkathkb 

the  right  to  nse  this  trade  mark,  a  form  of  grant  which  is  Company  (l.) 

more  accurate  than  one  which  should  purport  to  assign  the  TheAmebicah 

Leather 
Cloth  Com- 
PAST  (L.). 


trade  mark  as  though  it  were  property. 

The  first  objection  taken  to  the  Plaintiffs'  right  is  wholly 
irrespective  of  the  merits  or  demerits  of  the  Defendants. 
The  point  was  more  pressed  on  this  occasion  than  when 
the  case  was  previously  before  me,  probably  in  consequence 
of  the  decision  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  which  was 
supposed  to  be  in  point.  It  was  argued  that  it  was  not 
possible  to  transfer  the  right  to  use  a  trade  mark  in  the 
manner  which  has  been  here  attempted ;  and  for  this  reason, 
that  the  trade  mark  represents  on  the  face  of  it  that  the 
goods  on  which  it  is  impressed  are  goods  manufactured 
by  t/l  iZ.  ^  (7.  P.  Crockett  and  the  International  Company y 
and  that  the  manu&cture  is  at  Newark^  in  the  United 
States,  whereas,  in  fact,  the  manu&cture  is  no  longer 
carried  on  by  the  persons  or  at  the  place  so  indicated : 
and  it  was  urged  that  these  misrepresentations  render  it 
impossible  for  the  Court  to  give  any  assistance  to  the  Plain* 
tiffs  for  the  protection  of  a  trade  mark  by  which  they  are 
thus  deceiving  the  public. 

The  predse  legal  character  of  a  trade  mark  is  so  clearly 
defined  by  Lord  LangdaWe  judgment  in  Perry  v.  True- 
fit  (a),  that  I  prefer  to  use  his  words  rather  than  my  own : — 
^  It  does  not  seem  to  me  that  a  man  can  acquire  property 
merely  in  a  name  or  mark ;  but  whether  he  has  or  not  a 
property  in  the  name  or  the  mark  I  have  no  doubt  that 
another  person  has  not  a  right  to  use  that  name  or  mark 
for  the  purposes  of  deception,  and  in  order  to  attract  to 
himself  that  course  of  trade  or  that  custom,  which,  without 


Judgment, 


(a)  6  Beav.  66. 
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compant  (l.) 
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that  improper  act,  would  have  flowed  to  the  person  who 
first  used  or  was  alone  in  the  habit  of  using  the  particular 
name  or  mark"  (a). 

Now  every  word  of  these  observations  applies  accurately 
to  the  circumstances  of  this  case.  Then  I  find  the  Plaintifib 
in  undisputed  enjoyment  of  the  use  of  this  trade  mark,  and  I 
find  that  they  were  the  only  persons  in  England  who  had  any 
right  to  use  this  name  in  connection  with  this  article  of 
commerce,  and  I  find  the  Defendants  using  this  same 
name,  and  I  cannot  doubt  that  they  are  using  it  "  in  order," 
in  Lord  LangdaUa  words,  "  to  attract  to  themselves  that 
custom,  which,  without  that  improper  act,  would  have  flowed 
to"thePlaintifi8. 

In  the  same  judgment  Lord  Langdale  instances  one  of 
the  class  of  cases  in  whicii  a  Plaintiff  is  deprived  of  the 
assistance  of  the  Court  by  making  firaudulent  representa- 
tions a  part  of  his  trade  mark.  His  Lordship,  after  stating 
the  circumstances  in  that  case  as  they  appear  in  the 
report  (6),  says  this : — "  I  do  not  think  it  is  a  favourable 
case  for  the  intervention  of  this  Court,  to  say  the  least  of 
it,  when  a  party,  having  bought  a  secret  invented  by  a 
Mr.  Leaihartj  represents  to  his  customers  and  the  world 
that  his  '  admirable  composition  is  made  from  an  original 
receipt  of  the  learned  Von  Blumenbach^  and  was  recently 
presented  to  the  proprietor  by  a  near  relation  of  that  illus- 
trious physiolo^st.* "  Then  he  goes  on : — "  The  Plaintiff 
also  states  a  circumstance,  not  in  the  least  supported  by 
evidence,  that  the  composition  is  formed  of  vegetable 
balsamic  productions  from  Mexico,  There  are  other 
things  which  I  do  not  think  it  necessaiy  to  observe 
upon,  which  make  me  think  this  not  a  favourable  case  for  a 
person  to  come  in  the  first  instance  and  claim  the  assistance 


(a)  Page  73. 


(6)  Page  72. 
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of  a  Court  of  Equity  in  aid  of  a  legal  right,  which  however        1868. 

I  do  not  deny  he  may  have.*'  Thb  Lbathb 

^  •'  Cloth 

I  should  observe  that  both  in  this  case  and  in  Pidding  v.  Compahy  (L.) 

Haw  (a)  the  Court  did  not  absolutely  refuse  to  assist  the  TheAmbbioah 
Plaintiff,  though  it  did  decline  to  do  so  until  he  had  esta-    cixyin  Com- 
blished  his  right  at  law.  paht^l.). 

All  these  cases  of  trade  mark  therefore  turn  not  upon  «<v»»«»<' 
a  question  of  property,  but  upon  this— whether  the  act 
of  the  Defendant  is  such  as  to  hold  out  his  goods  as  the 
goods  of  the  Plaintiff.  It  is  observed,  indeed,  by  Lord 
Longdate  (b)  that  these  questions  do  not  turn  wholly  upon 
fraud,  because  this  Court  does  not  require  the  scienter  to 
be  proved,  as  it  must  be  in  an  action  for  deceit  (refer- 
ring to  MiUington  v.  Fox  (c),  and  that  class  of  cases),  but, 
on  the  contrary,  will  grant  an  injunction  where  no  evil 
intent  can  be  attributed  to  the  Defendant.  Even  in  such 
a  case,  however,  the  ground  of  the  interference  is  still 
fraud. 

There  is  this  difference  to  be  borne  in  mind  between  pro- 
ceedings at  law  and  in  equity.  A  Court  of  law  may  well 
think  a  Defendant  not  liable  to  an  action  for  an  act  done 
absente  animo  malo,  and  quite  consistently  with  this  a  Court 
of  Equity  may  hold  that  if  he  continue  to  do  the  act  he 
will  commit  a  fraud. 

In  reality  therefore  the  jurisdiction  does  rest  on  the 
equity  of  preventing  one  person  from  committing  a  fi*aud 
on  the  rights  of  another. 

The  Master  of  the  Bolls  also  suggests  a  case  where  the 
right  to  a  trade  mark  does  approach,  though  it  does  not 
quite  attain  to,  the  character  of  property ;  that  is,  where  the 
designation  of  a  manufacture  is  a  sign  of  locality,  as  for 
example  the  name  of  a  vineyard.       In   such  a  case  I 

(a)  8  Sim.  477.  ip)  6  Beav.  73.  (c)  3  My.  &  Cr.  338. 

VOL.  I.  XT 
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.  ^^f^*  .  apprehend  that  the  right  to  use  a  mark  indicating  the 
The  Leathbb  growth  of  a  particular  locality  might  possibly  be  held  to 
Ck>MPAirr  (L.)  pass  by  a  sale  of  the  estate.  That  is  the  case  in  which 
THsAMBRiGAir  ^®  fight  to  ft  trade  mark  comes  nearest  to  the  idea  of 

In  such  a  case,  it  may  well  be  asked,  how  can  a  trade 
mark  of  the  nature  of  a  local  designation  be  parted  with? 
Could  a  person  by  purchasing  a  particular  estate  entitle 
himself  to  use  the  name  of  one  vineyard  to  pass  off  the 
inferior  produce  of  other  vineyards  also  belonging  to  him  t 
The  Court  will  not  allow  any  right  of  this  description  to  be 
used  in  a  wrongful  manner  so  as  to  deceive  the  public. 
But  a  hypothetical  case  like  this  is  very  diiBPerent  fix)m  that 
before  me.  The  question  comes  to  this,  whether  a  trade 
mark,  which  has  been  employed  byamanu&cturerfor  years 
to  denote  a  particular  article,  and  has  become  associated 
with  that  article,  is  no  longer  to  be  used  or  no  longer  to  be 
protected  when  once  the  original  manufacturer  has  retired 
from  the  business.  I  have  frequently  had  occasion  to 
consider  this  point ;  and  it  appears  to  me  that  I  cannot  so 
hold  unless  I  am  prepared  to  say  that  it  is  incompetent  for 
a  person  retiring  fit>m  business,  after  having  acquired  a 
reputation  in  trade,  to  allow  his  name  to  be  used  in  the  firm 
by  which  the  business  is  continued.  To  say  this,  would  be 
to  condemn  the  constant  practice  of  centuries. 

Can  it  be  suggested  that  the  banking  house  of  Messrs. 
Childs  are  committing  a  fraud  on  the  public  because  there 
is  no  longer  a  partner  of  that  name  in  the  firm?  Even  in 
the  case  of  solicitors,  where  so  much  turns  upon  personal 
capacity,  nothing  is  more  common  than  to  retain  in  the  firm 
the  name  of  a  deceased  partner;  and  it  would  be  a  surprise 
to  many  respectable  firms  to  be  told  that  they  were  on  this 
account  disabled  from  recovering  their  costs. 
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I  need  scarcely  add  that  the  prohibition  in  the  Solicitors' 
Act  (a)  is  not  pointed  against  snch  cases,  bat  against  the  prac- 
tice of  a  person  who  is  not  on  the  rolls  carrying  on  business 
in  the  name  of  another  who  is  so.  It  is  clearly  impossible 
to  cany  out  a  principle  sach  as  has  been  suggested. 

Where  on  the  sale  of  a  trade  the  place  of  business 
continues  the  same,  and  the  secret,  if  any,  (and  a  secret  is 
part  of  the  property  in  this  case,)  is  handed  oyer,  it  would 
be  impossible  to  say  that  the  purchaser  is  not  entitled  to 
describe  his  articles  by  the  name  by  whicli  they  have  al- 
ways been  known. 

What  has  been  done  in  this  case  is  nothing  more, 
in  substance,  than  writing  ov^r  a  shop-door  the  name 
of  a  person  who  has  ceased  to  have  any  connection 
with  the  business ;  and  certainly  in  snch  a  case  I  should 
not  hesitate  to  restrain  other  persons  from  copying  that 
name.  The  shop  may  be  well  known,  and  it  may  be 
suggested  that  the  public  rely  on  the  individual  person 
whose  name  is  over  the  door ;  but  if  this  principle  is  to  be 
acted  upon,  I  must  hold  that  whenever  a  partner  retires  it 
is  essential  that  that  fact  should  be  notified  to  the  public,  or 
on  default  that  any  one  in  the  world  may  appropriate  the 
style  of  the  firm. 

Certainly,  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  in  the  cases  cited  to 
support  this  view  does  not  go  to  any  such  length ;  and  I  am 
by  no  means  prepared,  in  the  absence  of  binding  authority, 
to  do  so. 

I  hold  therefore  that  the  Plaintifis,  having  purchased  the 
business,  are  perfectly  entitled  to  use  the  trade  mark  for- 
merly used  by  their  vendors.  It  is  singular,  too,  that  in 
point  of  tact  this  trade  mark  does  indicate  the  successive 
transitions  in  the  business. 


1868. 

The  Lbathbr 

Cloth 
compaht  (l.) 

V. 

Tub  American 
Lbathkb 

Cloth  Com- 
pany (U). 

JtulgmetU, 


(a)  6  &  7  Yict,  c.  73,  a.  82. 
U2 
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.    ^i:  .         I  come  now  to  another  objection^  or  rather  to  the  same 
Thb  Lkathsb  objection  in  another  shape.    It  is  said  that  no  one  can  come 
CoMPANT  (L.)  into  this  Court  to  assert  a  title  to  a  trade  mark  (even 
ThbAmkbigah  against  a  wrong  doer)  when  some  one  else  has  a  right  to  nse 
CtMu^^U'    ^*  ^^'    ^  ^®^^  otherwise  in  the  case  of  Dent  v.  Turpin  (a)* 
FAKT  (L.).      Every  cas^  indeed^  must  rest  on  its  own  circumstances ; 
Judgmau,      but  the  general  principle  isy  that  one  person  shall  not  be 
allowed  to  proclaim  his  goods  as  the  goods  of  another,  and 
if  it  appear  that  the  mark  used  does  not  indicate  the 
PlaintiiF  more  than  a  multitude  of  other  persons  (as  in  the 
case  where  "  Prize  Medal "  was  the  symbol  (6), )  there  a  De- 
fendant who  uses  it  does  not  bring  himself  within   the 
prohibition.     At  the  same  time  I  was  strongly  of  opinion 
in   Denis  caee^  that  although   the  firm   was   subdivided 
and  both  houses  used  the  old  name  on  account  of  its 
celebrity,  either  of  them  could  maintain  a  suit  alone  to 
restrain  third  persons  from  appropriating  the  name ;  and  I 
overruled  the  demurrers  on  that  ground.     Ultimately,  how- 
ever, the  parties  combined,  and  I  granted  an  injunction  at 
the  instance  of  both,  considering  that  it  was  a  valuable  pri- 
vilege to  both  of  them  to  have  the  benefit  of  the  reputation 
which  the  old  name  had  acquired. 

This  is  not  nearly  so  strong  a  case.  The  difficulty 
suggested  is  not  that  any  other  firm  in  England  has  used 
this  mark  firom  1857  to  1861,  but  that  Griandonaii  was  a 
partner  in  the  old  firm  (as  I  consider  that  he  was  in 
America)  and  might  have  used  the  name  of  CrockeU.  The 
answer  is,  that  he  did  not  use  it,  but  on  the  contrary 
allowed  the  Plaintifis  for  four  years  to  have  the  exclusive 
use  in  England  of  a  mark  bearing  the  name  of  Crockett. 
After  this  it  is  clear  that  the  name  would  never  lead  any 
one  to  think  of  Giandonati.  Goods  bearing  that  mark 
could  only  mean  goods  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

(a)  2  J.  &  H.  189.  (6)  Batty  v.  HUl,  ante,  p.  264. 
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Then  again,  it  is  said,  that  the  use  of  the  Defendants'        ^d<^^- 
trade  mark  is  not  an  interference  with  the  Plaintiffs'  right.  Thb  Lbathbb 
The  American  Company  covenanted  that  they  would  not  use  company  (L.) 
the  old  trade  mark  in  Europe  (a  stipulation  which,  whether  jhbAmkwcam 
too  large  to  be  sustained  or  not,  has  in  effect  been  faith-      Lbathbb 
(iilly  observed).    At  the  same  time,  they  reserved  to  them-      paht  (L.) 
selves  the  right  to  use  the  old  name  in  their  American  bnsi-      jndamau. 
ness,  and  accordingly  have  continued  to  put  Crockett^  Co. on 
their  goods.  The  only  fact  which  the  Defendants  have  to  rely 
on  is  that  a  foreign  firm,  having  the  right  to  use  in  their 
own  country  the  name  which  the  Plaintiffs  alone  have  used 
in  England^  have  exported  goods  bearing  this  mark  to  any 
customers  in  England  who  wished  to  deal  with  them.    The 
American  firm  has  had   no  depot  in  England^   and  the 
Plaintiffs  admit  that  they  have  no  reason  for  complaint 
on  this  ground.     No  importer,  therefore,  could  be  deceived 
as  to  the  origin  of  the  goods ;  and  the  only  possible  uncer- 
tainty which  could  arise  would  be  in  the  case  of  retail 
traders.     There  being  only  these  two  firms  in  the  world 
who  are  entitled  to  the  trade  mark,  and  these  firms  carry- 
ing on  business  the  one  in  America  and   the   other  in 
Ettglandj  the  di£Sculty  is  much  less  than  it  was  in  Dent  v. 
Thrpin ;  and  I  cannot  hold  that  the  Plaintifis  are  on  this 
account  disentitled  to  the  assistance  of  the  Court, 

So  far  as  the  title  of  the  Defendants'  Company  is  con- 
cerned, I  allow  that  as  manufacturers  of  leather  cloth  they 
could  scarcely  avoid  some  resemblance  to  the  name  of  the 
Plaintifis'  Company,  and  that  they  have,  perhaps,  done  all 
they  could  to  distinguish  the  Companies  by  adopting  the 
prefix  "  American J^  But  it  was  not  at  all  necessary  to 
select  an  eagle  as  a  symbol ;  and  the  fact  of  their  having 
done  so  with  some  variation  in  the  attitude  of  the  bird  is  a 
little  suspicious.  The  same  may  be  said  of  the  use  of  the 
word  "  superior,"  in  the  same  way  in  which  the  Plaintiff 


292 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1863. 

Thb  Leathsb 
CixyTH 

COMPAlfT    (L.) 
V. 

The  American 
Leather 

Cloth  Com- 
PAMY  (L.) 


use  the  word  ^^  excelsior."  These  matters  would  probably 
not  be  enough  to  warrant  the  interference  of  this  Court ; 
but  having  gone  so  very  near  to  the  prohibited  line,  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  Defendants  to  be  especially  careful  not  to 
overstep  it  by  appropriating  the  name  of  Crocketty  which 
was  evidently  the  most  valuable  part  of  the  Plaintiffs'  trade 
mark.  It  is  true  that  they  have  the  words  ^Hate  with 
Crockett  Sf  Co.y^  but  the  arrangement  and  type  are  such  as 
to  make  the  important  words  strike  the  eye  in  much  the 
same  way  as  they  do  in  the  Plaintifib'  mark. 


It  is  not  necessary  to  go  beyond  the  Defendants'  evidence 
for  proof  that  the  name  is  the  most  valuable  part  of  the 
mark.  They  say  that  leather  cloth  is  generally  known  as 
Crocketfs  ;  and  they  insist  that  they  have  a  right  to  pro- 
claim th6  fact  that  their  manager  was  formerly  with  J.  22. 
^  C.  P.  Crockett  ^  Co.  If  the  fact  were  so,  no  doubt  they 
would  be  entitled  to  make  it  known  to  their  customers,  but 
not  to  do  so  by  an  imitation  of  the  original  trade  mark. 
But  I  do  not  think  that  what  they  have  done  was  done 
bon&  fide  for  this  purpose.  They  bought  an  old  business, 
which  was  not  thriving.  Then  they  engage  two  persons 
who  had  been  employed  at  West  Ham^  one  of  whom  was 
never  under  Mr.  Crocketty  but  only  in  the  service  of  the 
International  Company;  the  other  was  in  a  sense  em- 
ployed by  CrockettSy  but  it  was  Dodge  who  paid  his  wages ; 
and  it  is  rather  a  stretch  of  language  to  describe  him  as  in 
Croeketts*  service ;  and  it  is  singular  that  one  of  these  gen- 
tlemen says  that  he  does  not  know  at  which  of  them  the 
statement  on  the  Defendants'  trade  mark  was  supposed  to 
point.  That  is  enough  to  show  the  character  of  the  pro- 
ceeding. I  take  it  to  be  clear,  therefore,  that  the  Defend- 
ants have  invaded  the  Plaintiffs'  rights. 


There  remains  one  point,  which  has  given  me  much 
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anxiety  upon  the  evidence  which  is  now  before  me.    No        ^^^3. 
one  can  feel  more  strongly  than  I  do  the  necessity  of  insist-  The  Lbathbb 
ing  on  perfect  good  faith  on  the  part  of  a  Plaintiff  coming  comp^^(L.) 
for  relie£    In  the  case  abont  the  Kitchener  a  (a)«  I  considered  ^     .  *'* 
myself  bound  to  refiise  an  injonction  to  a  Plaintiff  who       Lkatheb 
had  put  the  word  patent  on  his  trade  mark,  when  in  fact      tany  (L.) 
no  patent  had  ever  been  obtained.     This  was  followed  by      ju^^^ 
EdeUten  v.  Vick  (b)y  where  a  person  who  held  a  patent 
had  stamped  the  word  npon  his  goods,  and  had  continued 
the  use  of  the  same  mark  after  the  patent  had  expired ;  and 
under  these  circumstances  it  appeared  to  me  that  I  could 
not  treat  it  as  a  fraud  on  the  public  disentitling  him  to 
relief.     The  word  had  been  put  on  the  mark  bon&  fide,  and 
the  consequence  of  an  alteration  after  the  mark  had  become 
established  might  have  been  very  injurious.     Moreover, 
every  one  must  be  taken  to  be  aware  of  the  possibility  of  a 
patent  having  expired. 

Here  the  Plaintiffs,  adopting  the  practice  of  their  prede- 
cessors the  International  Company^  stamp  on  their  goods 
the  words  ^'  Tanned  Leather  Cloth,  patented  Januaiy  24, 
1856.*'  The  process  referred  to  may,  it  seems,  be  one  of 
dyeing  or  tanning  either  one  side  or  the  other  or  both  of 
the  cloth.  Perhaps  it  would  have  been  better  to  use  those 
words  only  on  the  "  tanned"  cloth ;  but  it  appeared  to  me 
on  a  former  occasion  quite  impossible  for  any  one  to  be 
misled  into  buying  the  untanned  for  the  tanned  article.  It 
was  suggested  (though  only  at  the  bar)  that  a  purchaser 
might  suppose  the  cloth  to  be  tanned  on  the  side  covered  by 
the  enamel.  But  the  object  of  the  process  being  to  give  the 
appearance  of  leather,  this  suggestion  seems  idle.  If 
"  Patent  Gilt  Leather  Cloth"  were  written  on  every  piece, 
no  one  would  buy  ordinary  cloth  in  the  belief  that  it  was 
gilt,  and  what  is  called  tanning  is  exactly  an  analogous 

(a)  Fhvel  v.  Harrison^  uhi  Bup.  (5)  Ubi  sup. 
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process  of  colouring.  I  considered,  therefore,  when  this 
case  was  before  me  on  a  former  occasion  (a),  that  every 
one  must  refer  the  words  to  the  tanned  cloth  only,  which  is 
a  patented  article,  and  that  there  was  no  deception  prac- 
tised on  the  public. 

The  case  is  somewhat  altered  on  the  present  occasion  by 
the  evidence  which  has  been  given  for  the  purpose  of  shew- 
ing that  people  have  been  misled  in  the  way  which  I  had 
supposed  impossible.  One  witness  indeed  carries  the  case 
so  high  as  to  say  that  Dodge  originally  took  out  the  tanning 
patent  solely  as  an  excuse  for  putting  the  word  patent  on 
the  goods,  and  that  the  patent  itself  was  known  to  be  worth- 
less. But  statements  as  to  the  supposed  intention  of  a  third 
person  are  clearly  inadmissible.  And  that  the  patent  has  a 
substantial  value  is  proved  by  the  fact  which  is  in  evidence, 
that  the  London  and  Brighton  Railway  Company  insist  on 
having  the  tanned  cloth,  although  a  slightly  higher  price  is 
charged  for  it.  It  is  true,  that  (in  consequence  it  may  well  be 
of  the  difference  in  price)  nine-tenths  of  the  business  is  in 
untanned  cloth ;  but  this  is  no  evidence  that  the  patent  is 
worthless,  still  less  that  it  was  such  a  device  as  has  been 
suggested.  Now,  what  I  find  on  the  mark  is  not  ^^  patent" 
simply,  but  ^^  tanned  patented,"  and  I  cannot  think  that  this 
can  fairly  be  said  to  be  calculated  to  mislead  any  one.  No 
doubt  people  will  give  an  additional  price  for  patented 
articles ;  but  still  the  public  must  be  supposed  to  exercise 
ordinary  judgment,  and  cannot  complain  of  being  misled 
when  there  is  nothing  that  need  mislead  them. 

I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  although  it  would  have 
been  far  better  for  the  Plaintiffs  not  to  have  put  the  words 
'^tanned  patented"  on  any  untanned  cloth,  still  the  state* 
ment  sufficiently  explains  itself,  and  is  not  a  ground  for 
refusing  relief. 

As  to  the  Defendants'  evidence  that  no  one  who  was  in 


(a)  Leather  Cloth  Company  v.  Hirsehftld^  ubi  sup. 
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ihe  habit  of  baying  both  the  Plaintiffs'  and  the  Defendants'  sj^^^ 

manu&cture  was  ever  deoeived  by  the  resemblance  of  the  The  Lkatheb 

trade  marks,  it  amounts  to  nothing ;  and  I  have,  on  the  other  comfast  (L.) 

side,  the  distinct  evidence  of  one  witness  that  he  asked  for  jHBArawcAM 

Crocked B  Leather  Cloth,  and  was  offered  the  Defendants'  Lbathbr 

article.     It  is  true,  it  was  not  represented  to  be  the  Plain-  pant  (L.) 

tifis'  cloth ;  bat  this  transaction  alone  is  enough  to  show  that  judgmmL 
the  use  of  the  Defendants'  trade  mark  did  lead  to  decep- 
tion.    Under  these  circumstances,  I  think  the  Plaintiffs 
are  entitled  to  a  decree  for  an  injunction  with  costs. 


THE  LEATHER  CLOTH  COMPANY  (Limited)  v.      Jui^ieth. 
HIRSCHFELD.  ^^^^ 

1  HE  facts  of  this  case  were  precisely  similar  to  those  of  The    ^^^^^^ 

Leather  Cloth  Company  v.  The  American  Leather  Cloth      fendant, 
^  .    .  Where  a  decree 

Company  (a).  has  beeo  made 

directing  the 

In  the  course  of  the  year  1859  Dodge  and  Giandonati  had  |[J^°^t"V2u 

set  up  in  business  as  manufacturers  of  leather  cloth  at  Old  e^oda  sold  by 

^  him  with  a 

Kent  Boad^  and  they  then  sold  cloth  stamped  in  a  manner  parUcaiar 

which  the  Plaintiffs   considered  an  infHngement  of  their  heb^com^pd-"* 

rights,  and  they  accordingly  filed  a  bill  to  restrain  such  ^^^^  J^^JI^^J* 

infringement.  »ii  persons  to 

whom  he  has 

Dodge  and  Giandonati  submitted  to  an  injunction  in  that  goods ;  and  if 

suit,  which  was  not  fiirther  proceeded  with,  and  they  soon   Jye  snch^^*-*^ 

afterwards  became  bankrupts.  formation  pre- 

-^  ciselj,  he 

may  then  (bat 

Giandonati  then  entered  into  partnership  with  the  De-  not  otherwise) 
fendant  Hirschfeld  Peraire  under  the  style  of  "  The  Anglo-  disciSe  the 
American  Leather  Chih  Company j""  and  they  stamped  their  ""^^^[^ 
leather  doth  with  a  mark  very  similar  to  the  trade  mark  whom  he  has 

of  the  Plsdntifis  (6).  which  he  will 

not  swear  positive)/  were  unstamped. 

(a)  Ante,  p.  271.  (fc)  Sec  page  272. 
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.  ^^^'  .  The  present  suit  was  filed  to  restrain  this  practice ;  and 

Tbb  Lbatheb  by  the  decree  made  therein  on  the  11th  March,  1863  (a), 

CoMPAMT  (L.)  the  Defendants  were  restrained  from  nsing  the  said  trade 

HiBscHFELD.  ^^^7  ^^^  ^^  inquiiy  was  directed  as  to  damages. 

In  the  prosecution  of  this  inquiry  Peraire  filed  an 
affidavit,  in  which  he  deposed  that  these  marks  were  only 
impressed  on  the  best  quality  of  doth,  and  that  from  his 
knowledge  and  recollection  of  such  goods  such  marks  were 
not  impressed  on  more  than  600  or  800  pieces,  but  no 
account  of  such  pieces  was  kept. 

Giandanatiy  in  his  affidavit,  stated  that  he  supposed  about 
1,000  pieces  had  been  stamped ;  and  a  third  witness  said  he 
thought  fix)m  500  to  700  pieces. 


ArywnetU. 


Under  these  circumstances  Peraire  was  cross-examined 
before  the  examiner.  In  the  course  of  his  cross-examina- 
tion he  admitted  that  he  had  customers  in  various  places, 
and  that  he  knew  the  names  of  some  of  them ;  but  he  de- 
clined to  give  the  names. 

The  question  objected  to  and  the  previous  answer  (on 
which  it  was  founded)  were  as  follows : — 

A.  We  have  had  customers  in  Spain.  I  know  the 
names  of  some  of  them,  not  of  all. 

Q.  Give  the  names  of  those  you  do  know. 
Question  objected  to  as  irrelevant. 


Sir  Hugh  Cairns^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Dickinsony  now  moved 
that  Peraire  should  be  ordered  to  attend  before  the  ex- 
aminer and  answer  the  question,  and  to  pay  the  costs  of 
the  motion. 

Mr.  W,  N.  Lawsouj  contra,  contended  that  the  question 
was  not  relevant  to  the  inquiiy,  and  was  a  mere  fishing 

(a)  Reported  1  N.  R.  551. 
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question  for  the  purpose  of  getting  at  the  details   of  the 
Defendants'  business.     He  referred  to  Drake  v.  Syme%  (a),    '^^^^^ 

Company  (L.) 
Sir  Hvgh  Cairns  in  reply :—  HibJhfeld. 

Their  affidavits  are  altogether  contradictory,  and  we  have      Argwnau, 
no  means  of  getting  at  the  truth  except  by  tracing  the  cloth 
to  die  customers. 


Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  right  course  seems  to  me  to  be  to  confine  the  ques-      Judgmeni. 
tion  in  the  first  place  to  the  names  of  customers  to  whom 
stamped  cloth  has  been  sold. 

The  way  to  test  it  seems  to  be,  to  treat  this  as  if  it  were 
an  exception  to  an  answer.  Suppose  that  in  answer  to 
the  interrogatories  one  Defendant  had  said  he  believed 
there  were  500  pieces,  and  another  had  said  he  thought 
1,000  pieces,  both  agreeing  that  no  account  had  been  kept, 
then  you  might  &irly  amend  your  Bill,  and,  declining  to 
trust  to  so  faulty  a  memory,  you  might  ask  him  by  the 
further  interrogatories  to  whom  he  had  sold  any  of  the 
stamped  cloth ;  and  if  he  gave  you  all  the  names  of  those 
persons,  and  would  undertake  to  swear  that  there  were  no 
others,  I  do  not  think  that  you  would  have  any  right  to 
ask  about  customers  who  had  only  had  unstamped  cloth ; 
but  if  he  professed  himself  unable  to  distinguish  between 
the  purchasers  of  stamped  and  those  of  unstamped  cloth, 
in  that  case,  but  only  in  that  case,  I  think  you  would  be 
entitled  to  ask  for  the  names  of  all  his  customers,  to  enable 
you  to  investigate  that  matter  for  yourselves. 

With  this  intimation  of  my  opinion  the  case  had  better 
be  remitted  to  the  Examiner.  Costs  to  be  costs  in  the 
cause. 

(a)  Joh.  647. 
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Jufy4th,6th. 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL  at  the  belation  of  THE 


L^^M^t.         TRUSTEES   OF  THE   RIVER  LEE  v.  THE 
2^^  METROPOLITAN  BOARD  OP  WORKS. 

JVttWOflCe.  fjy 

The  right  of  IHIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injonction  to  restrain  the 
giyeTto^he  Defendants  '^firom  causing  or  permitting  any  sewage  to 
torTh^thTAct  P^^  ^^  ^^^  down  through  or  from  the  sewers  known  as  the 
21  &  22  Vict    High  Level  Sewer  and  Middle  Level  Sewer,  or  either  of 

0.104,8.31,  T_  .  r       -D.  T 

does  not  saper-  them^  mto  the  Kiver  Lee, 

aede  the  right 

»omM^J!?Si  ^^®  Trustees  of  the  River  Lee  are  a  corporate  body  hav- 
by  the  naisanoe  ing  the  control  of  the  navigation  of  the  said  river  fix)m  the 

to  an  injanc-  °  ^ 

tioiL  town  of  Hertford  to  its  outfall  into  the  TTuimesy  under 

be?****°*^**^!i  P^w®"  vested  in  them  by  the  following  Acts  of  Parliament, 

m*cm!!^yj^e«  13  Eliz.  c.  18;    12  Geo.  2,  c.  32;    7  Geo.  3,  c.  51  ; 

neoessariiy  in-  13  <^  1^  Yict.  c.  cix. ;  and  in  pursuance  of  such  powers 

miMUm  of^id-  ^^^^  ^^^^  Constructed  the  works  known  as  "  2he  Limehouae 

•ances,  and  Qut^^  and  "  Limehouse  Basin  /'  and  it  was  stated  by  the 

powers  which       ._  .,i  -i^t  ,.. 

may  possibly      information  that  there  was  a  considerable  and  mcreasing 

withou?giving    traffic  in  the  river,  now  exceeding  350,000  tons  per  annum. 

sanca."'""        ^^^  Defendants,  acting  under  the  provisions  of  the  Acts  18 

"^  &  19  Vict.  c.  120  (a),  and  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  104  (6),  have 

laid  out  and  in   part  constructed  the  two  ^^intercepting 

sewers"  known  as  the  High  Level  Sewer  and  the  Middle 

Level  Sewer. 

The  length  of  the  High  Level  Sewer  is  about  eight  miles, 
and  it  commences  in  the  parish  of  Hampstead  and  termi* 
nates  at  ^^  the  Sluice  House,"  about  450  yards  from  ihe 
right  bank  of  the  River  Lee  at  Old  Ford  Locks. 

The  length  of  the  Middle  Level  Sewer,  when  completed, 
will  be  about  12^  miles,  and  it  is  to  commence  at  the 
Counter  Creek  Sewer  near  KenscUl  Grreeuy  and  to  termi<>* 

(a)  Sect.  135.  (6)  Sects.  1,  24,  32. 
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nate  at  the  said  Sluice  House.    About  three  miles  firom  the        ^^^S. 
Sluice  House  have  been  finished.  Att.-Gkk. 

air. 

It  is  intended  that  a  larize  sewer,  to  be  called  "  The  Th»  Trustees 

OF  THE 

Northern  Outfall  Sewer/'   shall  be  made  firom  the  said  River  Lbb 

Sluice  House  to  the  TTiames  at  Barking  Creek^  the  place  xhe  Mstbo- 

fixed  by  the  Act  for  the  outfall  of  the  sewage.     This  sewer  «>litaw 

is  to  cross  the  River  Lee  in  two  culverts  (a).  Works. 

It  appeared  firom  the  affidavits  on  the  part  of  the  Defend- 
ants that  this  Outfall  Sewer  ought  to  have  been  completed 
by  the  beginning  of  the  month  of  February,  1863 ;  but  that 
this  had  been  prevented  by  the  failure  of  the  sub-contractor 
who  was  to  have  provided  the  ironwork ;  and  there  was  con- 
siderable conflict  of  testimony  as  to  the  time  when  this 
sewer  would  be  completed,  the  relators  saying  it  would 
require  at  least  twelve  months,  the  engineer  of  the  Defend- 
ants saying  ^^  in  about  thirteen  weeks." 

As  the  construction  of  the  intercepting  sewers  progressed, 
some  of  the  main  sewers  crossed  by  them  were  diverted  into 
them,  and  thus  sewage,  which  would  otherwise  have  been 
carried  down  through  such  main  sewers,  was  caught  by  the 
intercepting  sewers  and  carried  down  to  the  Sluice  House, 
and  such  sewage  would,  as  soon  as  the  Outfall  Sewer  was 
completed,  be  carried  out  by  that  sewer  and  discharged  into 
the  Thames  at  Barking  Creek. 

The  principal  main  sewers  which  are  thus  intercepted  by 
the  High  Level  Sewer  had  previously,  through  the  Hackney 
Brookj  flowed  into  the  River  Lee;  and  it  was  admitted,  that, 
so  soon  as  all  the  works  were  completed,  that  river,  so  far 
fix)m  being  in  anyway  injured  by  the  works,  would  be 
greatly  benefited,  because  the  sewage  of  all  these  old  sewers. 


(a)  Since  this  motion  was  heard 
this  sewer  has  been  so  far  com- 
pleted as  to  admit  of  a  portion  of 


the  sewage  being  carried  down 
it  to  the  reservoirs  at  Barking 
Creek, 


800 
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StaiemenL 


and  particularly  that  of  the  Hackney  Brooky  would  be  car- 
ried off  by  the  Outfall  Sewer. 

None  of  the  sewers  intercepted  by  the  Middle  Level 
Sewer  had  ever,  previously  to  the  acts  complained  of, 
reached  the  River  Lee* 

It  appeared,  that  whilst  the  High  Level  Sewer  was  in 
progress,  two  large  underground  sewers  were  made  by  the 
Defendants  from  the  Sluice  House  into  the  River  Lee^  enter- 
ing that  river  through  the  piers  of  the  intended  bridge  which 
is  to  carry  the  said  culverts  over  the  river. 

Over  the  openings  in  the  piers  are  cut  the  letters  and 
figures  "  M.  B.  W.  Storm-water  Outlets,  1859 ;"  but  it  was 
stated,  and  not  denied,  that  these  outlets  were  not  completed 
till  1860,  and  that  the  relators  did  not  know,  till  the  month 
of  July,  1861,  that  the  inscriptions  in  question  had  been 
placed  over  the  openings. 

The  permanent  object  of  these  storm-water  outlets  ap- 
peared to  be  to  provide  means  of  escape  for  the  extra  water 
which  in  times  of  storm  or  heavy  rains  would  be  brought  into 
the  intercepting  sewers,  and  which  the  Outfall  Sewer  would 
be  insufficient  to  carry  off;  and  they  were  accordingly  intend- 
ed to  be  so  fenced  off  fix)m  the  sewers  that  no  water  whatever 
would  find  its  way  into  them  until  the  Outfall  Sewer  was 
full  or  nearly  so.  In  the  mean  time,  however,  and  until  the 
completion  of  the  Outfall  Sewer,  all  the  sewage  which  came 
down  the  intercepting  sewers  was  discharged  through  the 
storm-water  outlets  into  the  River  Lee. 

On  the  30th  August,  1860,  the  following  letter  was  sent 
by  the  Clerk  to  the  River  Lee  Trustees,  to  the  Clerk  of 
the  Board  of  Works  :— 

«  ffertfordj  30th  August,  1860. 
"  Sir, — I  am  directed  by  the  trustees  of  the^River  Lee  to 
inform  you  that  their  attention  has  been  directed  to  the 
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sewage  works  intended  to  cross  the  navigation  at  Old  Ford        1^^- 
and  now  in  coarse  of  erection ;  and  having  viewed  the  spot,     ATT.-GEir. 
they  are  apprehensive  that  such  works  will  very  materially  thb  Trustbbs 
interfere  with  their  river,  and  cause  a  serious  nuisance,  as    g^^  J"lee 
well  as  be  dangerous  to  the  barfi^s  passingr  alongr  the  naviga-  <»• 

tion.    They  are  supported  in  this  opinion  by  their  engineer,    utan  Board 

Mr.  Beardmore ;  and  I  am,  therefore,  directed  to  request,     ^' ^^^ 

that  before  proceeding  ftirther  with  the  proposed  works  suammL 
adjacent  to  or  affecting  the  navigation  the  Board  will 
submit  the  working  plans  for  inspection  and  approval  by 
the  trustees.  I  am  further  directed  to  say,  that  the  trustees 
will  readily  co-operate  with  the  Metropolitan  Board  in  any 
works  that  may  be  necessaiy  for  the  great  public  improve- 
ment of  effectual  drainage  of  the  Metropolis,  provided  they 
can  do  so  consistently  with  their  duty  as  conservators  of 
the  River  Lee  navigation.  Waiting  your  early  reply, — 
1  am,  Sir,  your  obedient  Servant, 

"  J.  Pollard^  Esq.,  "  J.  Mabchant. 

"  Clerk  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
"  Greek  Street^  Soho:' 

That  letter  produced  the  following  reply : — 

"  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
"  Engineer's  Department,  1,  Chreeh  Street^  SofiOy 

"  5th  October,  1860. 
"  Sir, — ^Your  letter  dated  30th  August  last  with  refer- 
ence to  the  execution  of  the  Main  Drainage  Works  at  and 
over  the  River  Lee  has  been  submitted  to  this  Board,  and 
I  am  directed  to  transmit  to  you  for  the  information  of  the 
Trustees  a  copy  of  the  designs  for  the  proposed  bridge  and 
other  works  in  connection  therewith,  and  to  state,  that  if  in 
carrying  out  the  work  any  suggestions  can  be  made  by  the 
engineer  of  the  Trustees  which  will  in  any  way  accommo- 
date or  improve  their  property  without  materially  intei^ 
fering  with  the  proposed  works,  this  Board  will  be  happy 
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1868.        to  give  the  same  due  attention. — ^I  am^  Sir,  your  obedient 
Att.-Gew.     Servant,  "  J.  W.  Bazalgettb, 

Thb  Truotkes       "  J*  Marchant^  Esq.,  "  Engineer^ 

^'  HeHfordr 


OF  THE 

River  Leb 

V, 


TreMetropo-       Designs  for  the  proposed  bridge  over  the  River  Lee  at 

OP  WoRKB.      Old  Fordy  and  other  works  in  connection  therewith,  accom- 

Statemeiu.      P^^^^^  ^s  letter ;  but  it  was  admitted  that  these  designs 

did  not  show  the  two  under-ground  storm-water  outlets, 

nor  did  they  furnish  any  indication  of  the  intention  to  make 

any  such  outlets  into  the  River  Lee. 

In  consequence  of  these  communications  meetings  took 
place  between  deputations  appointed  by  the  parties  respec- 
tively, at  which  the  best  mode  of  constructing  the  works 
proposed  by  the  Defendants  was  discussed ;  and  the  relators 
stated  that  they  were  then  assured  by  Mr.  Thwaites  the 
chairman  of  the  Board,  and  by  Mr.  BazalgetU  their  engi- 
neer, that  the  storm-water,  which  would  be  discharged 
through  the  storm-water  outlets,  would  be  pure  rain-water 
drainage,  which  would  be  directed  through  those  channels 
when  after  an  excessive  fall  of  rain  it  might  be  desirable  to 
relieve  the  main  sewers  ;  and  they  said  that,  relying  on  Aese 
representations,  and  being  desirous  to  facilitate  as  far  as 
they  could  the  important  public  works  in  course  of  con- 
struction by  the  Defendants,  they  agreed  to  allow  the 
Defendants  to  proceed  with  their  works. 

This  was  denied  by  Mr.  Thwaite»  and  Mr.  BazalgeUe  ; 
who  stated  that  all  that  they  had  said  was,  that  the  object 
and  design  of  the  storm-water  outlets  was,  to  relieve  the 
regular  Outfall  Sewer  fix)m  storm-waters,  and  that  therefore 
the  water  which  would  pass  through  such  outlets  when  the 
works  were  complete  would  be  pure  in  comparison  with 
ordinary  sewage ;  and  Mr.  BazalgetU  expressly  swore  that 
all  his  remarks  ^  had  reference  to  the  action  of  the  storm 
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outlets  when  Ae  sewage  works  should  be  perfected,  and  in        ^863. 
woiidng  action  on  their  completion."  Att.-g>m. 

The  TRosTKiUi 

In  the  course  of  the  year  1862  it  was  discovered  that  the  of  thk 

effect  of  the  sewage  which  passed  through  the  storm-water  „, 

outlets  into  the  River  Lee  was  so  great  as  to  cause  a  shoal-  ^^""h^^o 

ing  of  the  river,  and  a  consequent  interference  with  the  o*"  Wobiuj. 

navigation.  suutmMt. 

Thereupon  the  River  Lee  Trustees  caused  the  following 
letter  to  be  written  and  sent  to  Mr.  Pollard : — 

«  HeHf<»rd. 
'^  Ibik  November,  1862. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^It  having  been  reported  to  the  Trustees  of 
the  River  Lee  at  their  meeting  this  day  by  Mr.  Beardmore^ 
thdr  engineer,  that  sewage  matter  under  the  control  of  the 
Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  now  flows  through  the  storm 
ontfidl  sewer  into  the  River  Lee  at  Old  Ford  to  such  an 
extent  as  to  cause  most  serious  mischief,  and  likely  very 
diortly  to  destroy  the  navigation  altogether,  I  am  directed 
to  inform  you  for  the  information  of  your  Board  that  the 
continuance  thereof  cannot  be  permitted;  and  I  am  further 
to  request  that  you  will  bring  the  subject  before  your 
Board,  and  to  ask  that  Mr.  Bazalgette  may  be  instructed 
without  loss  of  time  to  meet  Mr.  Beardmorey  with  a  view  to 
some  immediate  steps  being  taken  to  remedy  the  evif  com- 
plained of.  The  fovour  of  an  early  reply  will  oblige, — 
YouiB  fidthfully,  <^  J.  Mabchant, 

"  Clerk  to  the  Trustees." 

Various  conmiunications  took  place  in  consequence  of 
this  letter ;  but  it  did  not  appear  that  the  Board  in  any 
numner  admitted  in  any  of  these  communications  that  they 
were  in  any  way  liable  in  respect  of  any  of  the  things  com- 
plained of,  though  they  professed  themselves  ready  and 

VOL.  I.  X  *  * 
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1863.  willing  to  obviate  the  mischief  so  far  as  they  conld.     It 

Att.-Gbw.  appeared  that  they  had  placed  gratings  over  the  entrances 

Thb  TBcisTEKs  to  ^^^  storm-water  outlets  to  prevent  the  passage  of  bricks 

R*^B^B  *^^  ^^^^^  matters  through  the  outlets ;  but  these  were  wide 

w-  £Tatin£rs,  with   bars   two   feet  asunder,  and  therefore  not 

LiTAH  Board  adapted  to  prevent  any  part  of  the  sewage  firom  falhng  mto 

OF  WORKS,  theri^er. 


On  the  13th  January,  1863,  Mr.  Beardmore,  the  engineer 
of  the  River  Lee  Trustees,  wrote  the  following  letter  to 
Mr.  BazalgeUe : — 

"  River  Lee  Trust  and  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
"  30,  Great  George  Street^  Westminster^ 

«  13th  January,  1863. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^In  reference  to  our  discussion  on  Friday 
last  as  to  the  evil  effects  accruing  to  the  River  Lee  from 
the  enormous  quantities  of  mud  poured  into  it  and  the 
consequent  formation  of  mud  banks,  and  to  your  suggestion 
that  I  should  make  a  proposition  on  the  subject,  I  beg  leave 
to  say  that  the  only  effective  way  of  mitigating  the  evil  is 
to  get  a  steam  dredging  machine  to  work  immediately, 
capable  of  taking  up  (say  within  fourteen  days  of  accepting 
this  offer)  at  least  1000  tons  per  week  of  the  mud  below  the 
mouth  of  our  outlets,  and  keeping  such  dredges  constantly 
at  work  while  the  mud  accumulates.  If  the  engine  cuts 
somewhat  deeper  than  our  old  bottom,  which  is  10  feet 
below  Trinity  high-water  for  300  or  400  yards  below  the 
sewers,  some  portion  of  the  heavier  matter  of  the  sewage 
may  probably  deposit  there,  and  thus  limit  the  continual 
encroachments  of  those  banks  down  the  river.  Last  week 
we  had  two  barges  agrt)und  for  24  and  50  houns,  although 
the  water  was  nearly  one  foot  above  head,  indicating  a  cor- 
responding increase  in  the  depth  of  mud  within  the  last 
month. 
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"  Under  these  circumstances,  we  are  willing  to  suspend        '^^^* 
the  operation  of  our  steam  dredger  on  important  works  on     Att.-Gsn. 
which  it  is  employed  until  another  can  he  procured ;  and  ths  Tbustbbs 
we  are  willing  to  do  our  host  to  obviate  the  necessity  of     jj^|J^g 
recurring  to  the  protection  of  the  law,  which  it  will  be  my  «• 

dnty  to  recommend  my  Board  it  we  do  not  agree.  utak  Boabd 

"  Under  the  present  immediate  necessity  for  action,  I     ^'    ^^^^ 
will  defer  entering  upon  other  matters  connected  with  your 
works,  simply  requesting  an  answer  to  this  proposal,  which 
I  may  lay  before  the  Trustees  on  Saturday  next. 

"  Of  course,  the  foregoing  proposition  implies,  that  on 
your  part  you  undertake  to  discharge  every  expense  which 
maybe  incurred  in  the  superintending  and  execution  of  the 
works,  and  that  all  other  costs  and  expenses  incurred  by  the 
Trustees  in  relation  to  this  question  be  paid  by  your  Board. 
Yours  faithiully,  '^Nathl.  Bbabdmobe. 

«•/.  W.  BazalgetUj  Esq., 
**  Engineer  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.'* 

This  letter  was  shortly  afterwards  replied  to  by  a  letter 
firom  Mr.  Thwaites  to  Mr.  Marchant^  which  was  as 
follows  : — 

"  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
^  Spring  Gardens,  S.W.y  16th  January,  1863. 
"  Dear  Sir, — ^The  Board  have  to-day  authorised  me  to 
take  steps,  in  conjunction  with  the  engineer,  for  remedying 
the  complaint  of  the  Trustees  of  the  Biver  Lee  navigation. 
Mr.  Bazidgette  informs  me  that  he  is  prepared  to  propose  a 
mode  for  removing  the  deposit  in  a  short  time,  and  at  small 
cost,  Probably  the  Trustees  will  empower  their  engineer 
to  oo-operate  with  us,  and  afford  every  fecility  in  his  power 
for  giving  effect  to  Mr.  BazdlgetUla  proposals. — ^Yours 
obediently,  "  J.  Thwaitbs. 

"  John  Marchant,  Esq." 

X  2 
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At  the  same  time  a  similar  letter  was  written  to  Mr. 
Beardmore  by  Mr.  Bctzalgette. 

On  the  19th  January,  Mr.  Thwaitea  wrote  the  following 
letter  to  Lord  Salisburyy  who  is  the  Chairman  of  the  River 
Lee  Trustees : — 

"  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
«  Spring  Gardens,  S.W.,  19th  January,  1863. 
"  My  Lord, — ^Permit  me  to  explain  that  my  letter  to 
Mr.  Marchant  of  the  16th  inst.,  and  Mr.  Bazalgettia  of  the 
same  date,  refer  to  the  same  proposition,  both  being  based 
upon  discussions  which  have  recently  taken  place  between 
Messrs.  Beardmore  and  BaaalgeUey  resulting  in  a  proposal 
that  the  Board  should  hire  the  steam  dredging  machine  of 
the  Trustees  for  a  sufficient  period  to  enable  them  to  remove 
the  deposit  discharged  into  the  River  Lee  by  the  Hackney 
Brook  Sewer  at  £30  per  week,  including  coals,  oQ,  and 
drivers.  If  your  Lordship,  on  behalf  of  the  Trustees,  is 
willing  to  ratify  Mr.  Beardmorie  suggested  arrangement, 
I  will  direct  our  engineer  immediately  to  take  the  necessary 
steps  for  its  execution. — I  have  the  honoiur  to  be,  my  Lord^ 
your  obedient  servant, 

"J.  Thwaitbs, 
^^  Chairman  of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 

<<  The  Most  Hon.  The  Marquis  of  Salisburyy  E.G., 
«&c.   &c.  &c." 


This  was  replied  to  by  the  following  letter : — 

<^  Hertfordj  22nd  January,  1863. 
"  Dear  Sir, — I  am  directed  by  the  Marquis  of  Salisbury 
to  aibknowledge  the  receipt  of  your  letter  of  the  19th  inst., 
and  to  inform  you  that  Mr.  Beardmore  has  directions  im- 
mediately to  place  the  steam  dredging  machine  of  the 


OF  WOBU. 
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Trustees  at  the  disposal  of  the  Board  of  Works,  for  the  J^^ 

purpose  of  removing  the  deposit  discharged  into  the  Biver  Att-Gkh. 

Lee  by  the  Hackney  Brook  Sewer,  it  being  clearly  under-  ^^^^  tbuhtbbs 

stood  that  the  payment  by  the  Board  (£30  per  week)  is  for  ^j^^"^ 

the  hire  of  the  dredging  machine,  and  is  to  include  coals,  «. 

oil,  and  drivers  of  the  engines  only.     I  have  the  honour  to  ut^uiBoard 
remain.  Sir,  your  obedient  servant, 

"J.  Mabchakt, 
«  J.  ThvfoUee,  Esq.'*  «  Qerk. 

The  dredging-machine  of  the  Trustees  was  accordingly 
placed  at  the  disposal  of  the  Defendants,  who  used  it  for 
some  time  and  then  returned  it,  stating  that  as  much  had 
been  done  as  was  necessary ;  and  it  was  admitted  by  the 
relators  that  the  river  had  thereby  been  greatly  improved. 

In  the  month  of  February  some  verbal  communications 
took  place  between  the  engineers  on  both  sides,  the  effect 
of  which  was  somewhat  disputed ;  the  Trustees  averring 
that  they  had  been  then  assured  that  no  more  drains 
should  be  connected  with  the  Middle  Level  Sewer  till  the 
Out&ll  Sewer  had  been  completed,  and  the  Defendants 
alleging  that  no  such  representation  had  ever  been  made, 
but  that  the  Board  had  promised  not  to  open  "  new  sewers'' 
into  the  Middle  Level  Sewer  till  that  time. 

On  the  31st  of  March,  1863,  the  Hoaton  Brook  Sewer, 
which  had  hitherto  fallen  into  the  Thames  at  or  near  London 
Bridge^  was  intercepted  by  and  turned  into  the  Middle 
Level  Sewer,  and  a  greatly  increased  quantity  of  sewage 
(which  was  stated  to  have  exceeded  on  the  30th  of  April, 
1863,  the  amount  of  47,000,000  gallons)  was  thereby 
turned  into  the  River  Lee*  The  Trustees  complained  of  this 
as  a  breach  of  faith ;  and  contended  that  this  was  quite  unne- 
cessary, as  the  Middle  Level  Sewer  might  have  been  com- 
pleted without  connecting  any  drains  with  it  till  the  Outfall 
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1863. 

Att.-Gek. 

qHt, 

Tbk  Tbustbes 

OF  THE 

Rivjkk  Lbb 

V. 

Thb  Metro- 
politan 

BOABDOF 
WORILB. 

SttUemenL 


Sewer  was  ready;  but  the  Defendants  denied  the  breach  of 
faith,  and  stated  that  the  works  could  not  have  been  made 
differently,  because  the  HoxUm  Sewer  passed  directly 
through  the  barrel  of  the  Afiddle  Level  Sewer,  which  could 
not  have  been  completed  till  such  connection  had  been 
made. 

At  a  meeting  of  the  Trustees  held  on  the  16th  of  April, 
1863,  Mr.  Beardmore  reported  to  them  that  the  Defendants 
had  discontinued  the  use  of  the  dredging-machine,  and  that 
they  had  moreover  caused  a  considerable  quantity  of  addi- 
tional sewage  matter  to  flow  into  the  Biver  I^ee  firom  sewers 
newly  connected  with  the  Middle  Level  Sewer.  Thereupon 
the  following  letter  was  sent  to  Mr.  Pollard: — 

''HeHfordy  16th  April,  1863. 
"  Sir, — ^The  Trustees  of  the  River  Lee  regret  very  much 
to  learn  from  their  engineer  not  only  that  the  Board  of 
Works  have  discontinued  dredging,  but  that  they  have 
caused  much  additional  sewage  matter  to  flow  into  the  Lee 
navigation  from  fresh-drained  districts  by  means  of  the 
Middle  Level  Sewer.  I  am  directed  to  inform  you  that  the 
Trustees  consider  it  their  duty  not  only  to  protest  against 
the  present  course  of  proceedings  by  the  Board,  but  to  take 
steps  to  prevent  an  unauthorised  use  of  the  river,  the  navi- 
gation of  which  is  not  only  daily  damaged,  but  may,  by  a 
continuance  of  the  drainage  as  now  carried  on,  be  entirely 
destroyed ;  and  they  request  that  the  Board  will,  without 
delay,  take  such  measures  as  may  be  possible  to  prevent 
further  damage  to  the  navigation. — ^I  remain.  Sir,  your 
obedient  servant,  ^'  J.  Mabceunt, 

«*  Clerk  to  the  Trustees.'* 
"JlPoKard,  Esq., 
"  Clerk  to  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
«  Spring  Gardens,  S.Wr 
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No  answer  to  this  letter  having  been  received,  the  fol-        ^^^^- 

Att.-Gs 

cUr. 

Tub  Tuustbbb 


lowing  letter  was  written  and  sent : —  Aii.-Giaf- 


^Hertford,  30th  April,  1863 
**  Dear  Sir, — ^I  am  directed  by  the  Marquis  of  Saliabury     bivbr  Lu 
to  request  that  yon  will  be  so  good  as  to  call  the  attention  TflBMsiBopo* 
of  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  at  their  meeting  to-   "^^«?^^ 
morrow,  to  my  letter  of  the  16th  inst.,  and  to  ask  for  some 
immediate  reply  thereto. — ^I  remain.  Dear  Sir,  yours  faith- 
fuUy,  J.  Mabchant. 

«  J:  Pottardy  Esq.,  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.'* 

This  produced  the  following  reply : — 

^  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works. 
^^ Spring  Gardens^  S.W.y  2nd  May,  1868. 
*^  Dear  Sir, — ^At  the  meeting  of  the  Metropolitan  Board 
of  Works  held  yesterday,  they  had  under  their  considera- 
tion your  letter  of  the  16th  April  last,  alleging  that  the 
Board  had  discontinued  the  dredging  of  the  Biver  Lee,  and 
that  additional  sewage  had  been  caused  to  flow  &om  newly 
drained  districts  into  the  navigation ;  and  in  reply  thereto  I 
am  directed  to  state,  with  regard  to  the  first  point,  that 
with  the  view  of  having  the  wcnrk  properly  and  efiectually 
executed,  the  Board  employed  one  of  the  Trustees'  own 
foremen,  who  had  reported  to  them  that  more  dredging 
had  been  done  than  was  actually  required ;  and  that,  firom 
inquiries  made  since  the  receipt  of  your  letter,  the  Board 
have  every  reason  to  believe  that  this  statement  is  a  truth- 
fdl  one ;  that,  with  reference  to  the  alleged  flow  of  additional 
sewage  into  the  river,  the  Board  desire  me  to  assure  you 
that  great  care  is  taken  to  prevent,  as  far  as  practicable, 
the  flow  of  sewage,  and  that  they  are  pressing  on  the  main 
drainage  works  to  completion  as  rapidly  as  possible,  and 
entertain  a  strong  conviction  that  they  will  soon  be  in  a 
position  to  divert  the  sewage  firom  the  Biver  Lee^  when  the 
Trustees  of  the  navigation  will  participate  in  the  general 
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1868.  benefits  which  will  be  derived  from  the  main  drainage 

ATT.-Onr.  works. — ^I  am,  Dear  Sir,  yours  truly. 

The  •ftiusww  "  JoHN  PoLLABD,  Clerk  of  the  Board, 

^^i;^^  «•/.  Marchantf  Esq.,  Hertford^ 

V, 

TbsHbtbopo-      The  Trustees  replied  as  follows : — 

UTAN  BOABD 

OF  Works,  ^^  Hertford^  6th  May,  1863. 

^^Metropolitan  Board  of  Works  and  Trustees  of  the  Biver 

Lee. 
^^  Dear  Sir, — ^I  beg  to  acknowledge  the  receipt  of  your 
favour  of  the  2nd  inst,  which,  althotigh  dated  on  Saturday 
last,  did  not  reach  me  till  yesterday  per  post  I  felt  it 
necessary  to  apply  without  delay  to  the  Marquis  of  SaliB- 
bury  J  the  Chairman  of  the  Trust ;  and  I  am  directed  by  his 
Lordship  to  express  his  regret  that  your  letter  should  be  so 
unsatisfactory,  and,  above  all,  that  the  Metropolitan  Board 
should  put  forward  a  claim  of  right  to  turn  any  sewage 
whatever  into  the  Biver  Lee.  Not  being  able  to  find  any 
ground  for  the  assertion  of  so  mischievous  a  right,  he  trusts 
that  the  Board  will  at  once  acknowledge  that  it  has  been 
inserted  by  inadvertence  in  their  letter,  and  that  they  will 
prove  the  sincerity  of  that  admission  by  forthwith  diverting 
the  flow  of  sewage  into  its  proper  channel.  The  Trustees 
have  already  been  called  upon,  as  conservators  of  the  river, 
to  interfere,  by  some  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  district,  to 
put  a  stop  to  this  intolerable  nuisance.  The  Metropolitan 
Board  have  delayed  to  take  any  measure  to  put  an  end  to 
it,  although  called  upon  three  weeks  ago  to  do  so  by  the 
Trustees,  and  if  any  fever  or  illness  should  break  out,  the 
Board  will  have  incurred  a  heavy  responsibili^.  Lord 
Salishury  enters  his  protest,  in  the  name  of  the  Trustees, 
against  the  right  claimed  by  the  Metropolitan  Board  to  turn 
sewage  into  the  river,  and  feels  it  to  be  his  duty  to  call  a 
special  meeting  of  the  Trustees  to  consider,  under  legal 
advice,  the  best  mode  of  putting  a  stop  to  further  mischief, 
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and  to  obtain  reparation  for  the  damage  already  done  to  the 
navigationy  bat  repeats  the  request  that  he  has  made,  that 
the  Metropolitan  Board  will,  by  immediate  action,  render 
any  legal  proceedings  unnecessary. — ^I  remain,  Dear  Siri 
yours  faithftdly,  J.  Makchant, 

«  Clerk  to  the  Trustees. 
«  J.  PoUard,  Esq.,  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works.*'    • 

To  which  the  Board  replied  as  follows : — 

'^  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works, 
"Solicitor's  Department,  Spring  Gardens^  S.W.^ 

"May  9th,  1863. 
River  Lee  Trust. 
"  Sir, — Your  letter  was  yesterday  laid  before  the  Board. 
I  need  hardly  assure  you  that  the  Board  would  most 
earnestly  desire  to  avoid  any  offence  to  the  Marquis  of 
SaJiibury  or  to  the  Trustees,  and  the  Board  looks  forward 
to  the  completion  of  their  works,  so  that  all  possible  com- 
plaint may  be  removed.    The  3oard  has  again  conferred 
with  their  en^neer,  and  find  that  it  is  really  an  impossi- 
bility to  prevent  the  accustomed  discharge  at  present.    The 
rapidly  progressing  works  will,  it  is  hoped,  effect  all  that 
can  be  desired. — ^I  am.  Sir,  your  very  obedient  servant, 
"  J.  Marchantj  Esq.,  Hertford.  W.  W.  Smith.'* 


1863. 

ATT.-QlfiW. 

air 
Thb  Tkustkicb 

OPTHB 

BiVKR  Lbb 

V, 

ThbMictbopo- 
utah  boabd 

OF  WOBKB. 

StaUmtnL 


Upon  this  the  information  was  filed. 

A  great  number  of  affidavits  was  filed  on  both  sides, 
those  of  the  relators  asserting  and  those  of  the  Defendants 
denying  that  a  great  increase  of  the  impurity  of  the  river 
had  resulted  from  the  operation  of  the  storm-water  outlets. 
The  relators  produced  several  persons  to  depose  to  the  in- 
crease of  disease  in  the  neighbourhood  since  the  sewage  had 
been  turned  into  the  river;  and  the  Defendants  produced 
the  evidence  of  resident  physicians  and  surgeons,  who  stated 
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1868.        that  such  increase  (if  any  there  were)  was  attributable  to 
Att.-Gen.     totally  different  causes* 

^°"oF  T^™      Th«  Defendants  also  filed  affidavits,  to  show  that  the  work 

KivBR  Leb     could  not  be  done  more  expeditiously  nor  so  as  to  be  less 

ThbMbtbopo-  offensive  in  any  other  manner ;  and  that  any  interference 

OF  Works,    with  them  now  would  lead  to  the  stoppage  of  the  sewers  at 

their  mouths,  which  would  be  fraught  with  the  greatest 

danger  to  life  and  property  in  the  district. 


ArgumenL         Mr.  Giffatd^  Q.C,  and  Mr.,/.  Peatzon^  for  the  motion : — 

In  carrying  out  the  works  ordered  by  Parliamentary 
authority,  they  have  no  right  to  commit  a  nuisance  against 
individuals ;  and  the  argument  ab  inconvenienti  will  not  be 
listened  to  against  a  private  right :  AU,-'Gen,  v.  Council  of 
Borough  of  Birmingham  (a). 

Then  they  will  argue  that  a  mandatory  injunction  is 
never  granted  upon  an  interlocutory  application ;  but  that 
rule  is  not  universal :  Lane  v.  Newdigate  (b). 

[The  Yici^-Chancellob  referred  to  Bobinson  v.  Lord 
Byron  (<?)]. 

Mr.  Pearson. — They  can  easily  restore  the  Hoxton  Sewer 
to  its  old  course,  and  that  would  to  a  great  extent  relieve  us. 

We  could  not  come  here  till  we  could  show  that  injury 
had  been  in  fact  sustained :  Manchester^  Sheffield^  and  Lin-- 
colnshire  Railway  Company  v.  Worksop  Board  of  Health  (d). 

Mr.  RoUy  Q.C.,  Sir  Hugh  Caims^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Charles 
Hallf  contra : — 

The  meaning  of  the  Act  is  this :  So  soon  as  your  works 
are  completed  they  are  to  be  maintained  and  kept  so  as 

(a)  4  K.  &  J.  528.  (c)  1  Bro.  C.  C.  688. 

(6)  10  Ves.  192.  (d)  23  Beav.  198. 
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not  to  be  a  nuisance ;  but  whilst  your  works  are  in  opera-        1863. 
tion,  you  may  do  all  things  necessary  for  your  purposes,      Att.-Gkjt. 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  Home  Secretary  (a).  j„g  Tuubtkks 

OF    THE 

If  this  be  a  nuisance,  their  only  remedy  is  by  a  prosecu-     River  Lee 
tion  under  the  direction  of  the  Home  Secretary,  in  accord-  TheMetbopo- 
ance  with  the  21st  section  of  the  Amendment  Act  (&).  of  Works. 

Besides,  the  Plaintiffs  are  merely  conservators  of  navi-      ^rffumetu. 
gation,  and  no  nuisance  affecting  the  navigation  of  the 
river  has  been  alleged  or  proved. 

This  Court  will  not  interfere  with  the  fair  exercise  of  their 
discretion  by  a  public  body,  who  have  been  intrusted  with 
such  duties  by  Act  of  Parliament :  Biddulph  v.  Veatry  of 
SL  Georges  Hanover  Square  (c). 

[The  Vice-Chanoelloe. — ^That  case  is  like  the  case 
against  the  Conservators  of  the  River  Thames  (cQ,  where  I 
held,  that,  as  a  pier  in  the  river  must  necessarily  be  a  nui- 
sance to  some  one,  and  as  Parliament  had  authorised  such 
a  pier,  no  private  individual  could  complain  that  he  was 
the  party  selected]. 

Mr.  RoU. — Then,  on  the  balance  of  convenience,  there 
can  be  no  question  that  the  Court  ought  not  to  interfere. 
Ours  is  a  good  permanent  plan,  and  will  be  completed  in 
less  than  three  months ;  their^s  a  bad  temporary  one,  which 
will  take  at  least  two  months  to  execute.  The  Court  will 
not  interfere  to  prevent  a  mere  temporary  nuisance : 
AU,-Gen.  v.  Sheffield  Gas  Consumers^  Co.  (e). 

The  case  of  JNorth  London  Railway  Co.  v.  Metropolitan 

Board  of  Works  (/),  shows  how  great  a  discretion  is  vested 

in  us. 

(a)  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120,  s.  136.  (d)  Ante,  p.  1. 

(6)  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  104.  (e)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  304. 

(c)  2  N.  R.  212  ;  11  W.  R.  739.  (/)  Joh.  406. 
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The  Bill  is  filed  too  late. 

ATr.-GKR. 

^    J?"'  [The  Vice-Chancellor, — ^They  communicated  with 

OF  THK      you  at  onccj 

RiVEB  Lbb 


V. 


ThbHetbopo-      Mr.  ffalL — We  never  held  out  any  hope  that  we  would 

LiTAN  Board      <■  • 

OF  Works,     ^^er  OUT  plans. 


ArgymmU, 


This  is  a  very  serious  and  arguable  question ;  and  there- 
fore no  relief  will  be  given  by  mandatory  injunction  before 
the  Hearing,  whatever  might  be  done  in  a  case  where  the 
work  required  was  very  smalL 

We  are  willing  to  undertake  to  do  all  we  reasonably  can 
in  the  interim. 

[The  Yice-Chancellob.— Mr.  Gifardf  if  this  matter 
were  not  done,  and  I  had  now  to  restrain  it  from  being  done, 
I  think  the  law  would  be  with  you,  and  that  I  ought  not 
to  allow  such  a  thing  to  be  done  pending  the  suit*  But 
the  difficulty  I  now  have  is  this :  you  are  now  offered  an 
undertaking  not  to  do  anything  more  than  will  have  the 
effect  of  increasing  the  pollution  of  the  river,  and  also  an 
undertaking  so  to  dredge  as  to  prevent  any  iurther  injury 
to  the  navigation.  Then  I  have  to  deal  with  three  con- 
aiderations  : — 

1.  Can  I,  in  a  case  of  this  magnitude,  act  by  interlocu- 
tory injunction  t 

2.  Taking  the  evidence  of  your  own  witnesses,  is  it  clear 
that  any  fresh  damage  has  been  done  since  the  Slst  of 
March  ?  (I  take  it  as  clear,  that  I  could  not,  at  this  stage 
of  the  cause,  interfere  in  respect  of  anything  prior  to  that 
time).     And 

3.  Am  I  justified  in  compelling  any  works  of  this  kind 
to  be  commenced  now,  just  before  the  beginning  of  July, 
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which  is,  as  I  nnderstand,  the  veiy  month  in  which  storms 
may  most  reasonahlv  be  expected.] 

Mr.  Giffard,  in  reply : — 

The  mere  fact  that  we  are  applying  for  a  mandatory  in- 
junction does  not  per  se  constitute  a  ground  for  refusing  the 
motion.    It  is  a  mere  question  of  degree. 

The  Board  have  not  acted  bona  fide  towards  us :  had 
they  told  us  what  they  were  about  to  do,  we  would  have 
come  in  time  to  prevent  them. 

They  never  dreamt  of  fixing  a  time  for  the  completion 
of  ihdr  works  till  they  were  pressed  by  our  evidence. 

Any  en^eer  could  do  the  work  necessary  for  our  relief 
in  ten  days. 


1863. 


ThxMietropo- 

LITAN  BOABD 

OF  Works. 
ArgummU. 


Yici^-Chanceixob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

It  is  very  much  to  be  regretted  that  the  Metropolitan 
Board  should  have  acted  in  the  manner  in  which  they  have 
in  this  instance  conducted  themselves.  They  are  gentlemen 
interested  in  these  works  as  a  public  body,  and  all  considerar 
tion  should  be  paid  to  the  circumstance  that  they  have  no 
personal  pecuniary  advantage  to  obtain ;  and  I  should  on 
that  account  be  disposed  to  assume  that  whatever  they  do 
or  have  done  is  in  every  case  that  which  in  their  judgment 
is  most  for  the  public  benefit.  But  then  there  is,  in  public 
bodies  of  tins  nature,  a  disposition  to  act  in  an  arbitrary 
manner,  and  to  treat  it  as  an  impertinence  on  the  part  of 
others  to  interfere  with  their  proceedings;  and  therefore 
it  frequently  happens,  that  they  do  not  adopt  that  reason- 
able course  of  conciliation,  and  firee  and  frank  communicar 


JudgmmL 
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1868.        tion  of  their  plans  which  this  Court  always  looks  for,  and 
Att.-Gen.     generally  finds  on  the  part  of  private  individuals. 

air, 

OP  THB  These  gentlemen  must  have  been  advised  that  it  was  at 

River  Leb     ^^^^  doubtful  whether  they  could  now,  for  the  first  time, 

ThbMetropo-  turn  the  whole  sewaire  of  the  district  into  the  River  Lee 
LiTAN  Board        .<•!  /»t  /»-i. 

OF  Works.     Without  leave  of  the  conservators  of  that  nver ;  and  yet 

Judgmetu,  ^'^1  clandestinely,  and  without  any  communication  what- 
ever with  the  conservators,  proceed  in  the  course  of  their 
own  works  to  do  an  act  which  they  knew  would  have  this 
effect. 

I  do  not  think  that  any  objection  can  be  taken  to  the 
original  construction  of  these  *^  storm-water  outlets/'  It 
appears  that  they  were  originally  intended  to  meet  extraordi- 
nary cases  of  emergency,  and  to  carry  off  large  and  sudden 
floods,  but  not  for  the  conveyance  of  ordinary  sewage.  In 
1861,  when  they  were  first  observed  by  the  conservators, 
and  inquiries  were  made  about  their  purpose  and  object, 
Mr.  BazalgetUj  on  behalf  of  the  Board,  made  a  representa- 
tion, the  effect  of  which  has  been  somewhat  controverted, 
but  which  I  take  to  have  been  something  of  this  nature : — 
"These  are  merely  storm-water  outlets;  storm-water  is 
not  objectionable,  and  though  I  do  not  guarantee  that  such 
storm-water  will  be  perfectly  free  fix)m  sewage  matter  (of 
course  it  will  contain  some  such  matter),  it  is  evident  that 
it  will  be  in  so  greatly  diluted  a  state  as  to  be  comparatively 
innocuous,  and  there  will  be  nothing  for  reasonable  men  to 
complain  of." 

The  River  Lee  Trustees  appear  to  have  been,  very  pro- 
perly, satisfied  with  this  explanation,  and  the  matter  then 
dropped.  But  the  next  thing  done  by  the  Board  was  to 
connect  the  High  Level  Sewer  with  these  storm  outlets, 
and  thereby  to  turn  a  great  portion  of  the  sewage  of  the 
High  Level  District  into  the  Kiver  Lee. 
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The  conservators  could  not,  perhaps,  complain  much  of        ^®^' 

that,  because  the  Hackney  Brook  had  always  run  into  their      Att.-Gen. 

river;  and  they  admit  that  the  effect  of  connecting  the  ThbTruoteks 

High  Level  Sewer  (which  intercepts  the  Hackney  Brook)     r^^  "lbb 

with  the  storm  outlets  was  to  alter  the  state  of  the  river  _       »• 

ThbMetropo- 

but  little,  if  at  all.  ijtan  Doard 

OF  Works. 
It  was,  however,  found  by  experience,  that  the  altera-      judgment 
tions  were  productive  of  shoals  in  the  river ;  and  the  Board 
appear  so  far  to  have  admitted  that  they  were  the  authors 
of  the  evil,  that  they  promised  to  dredge  the  river,  and  did 
80  for  some  time. 

Still  it  does  not  appear,  that  up  to  this  time  anything 
had  been  done  of  which  the  Trustees  of  the  river  would 
have  thought  it  necessaiy  to  complain ;  but  the  next  thing 
done  by  the  Board  is  that  they  connect  with  the  Middle 
Level  Sewer,  which  also  communicates  with  these  storm- 
water  outlets,  the  Hoxton  Brook,  a  main  sewer  which 
drains  an  entirely  new  district  with  which  the  Elver  Lee 
had  previously  had  no  connection,  and  thus  turn  the  whole 
of  the  sewage  of  this  district  into  the  river. 

Now  this  was  done,  notwithstanding  that  the  Board  had 
dear  knowledge  that  the  Trustees  strongly  objected  to 
the  introduction  of  extra  sewage  into  the  river ;  notwith- 
standing that  they  had,  (I  must  assume,)  doubts  as  to  the 
legality  of  their  act ;  and  was  done  without  any  previous 
communication  with  the  Trustees,  and  in  the  face  of  the 
promise  spoken  to  by  Mr.  Beardmore,  that  they  would  not 
open  any  new  sewers  into  the  river.  It  is  true,  they  say 
that  in  making  that  promise  they  were  only  speaking  of 
their  own  sewers,  and  not  of  any  existing  main  sewers 
which  they  might  eome  across  in  the  course  of  their  works. 
But  it  obviously  must  have  been  a  matter  of  pure  indiffer- 
ence to  the  Trustees  whether  the  drains  were  new  or  old ; 


Jue^meni, 
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1863.        indeed,  if  anjrthing,  the  old  drains  would  be  the  greater 
ATT.-GEar.     evil  of  the  two. 

air, 

Thb  Trustees      I  roust  say,  that  I  do  not  consider  this  to  be  a  proper 
RivBB  Leb     way  of  carrying  on  public  works ;  and  I  must  do  these 
ThbMetropo*  gentlemen  the  justice  to  state,  that  I  do  not  think  they  at 
Tf  WoR^T   ^"*  intended  to  do  anything  of  this  kind.    If  the  works 
had  not  been  delayed  by  the  failure  of  the  iron  contractors 
(for  which,  of  course,  the  Board  are  not  responsible),  the 
evil,  so  far  as  appears,  never  would  have  occurred.  I  cannot 
take  into  consideration  any  difficulties,  or  supposed  difficul- 
ties, which  the  Board  may  encounter  in  carrying  on  their 
works.    It  is  a  mere  question  of  expense ;  and  unless  the 
Board  can  show  that  they  are  acting  in  accordance  with 
their  parliamentary  powers,  I  must  consider  it  a  most  xin- 
justifiable  act  so  to  conduct  their  works  as,  for  the  mere 
purpose  of  saving  expense  to  themselves,  seriously  to  injure 
their  neighbour's  property. 

If  the  Biver  Lee  had  not  existed,  they  must  have  taken 
some  means  to  get  rid  of  this  sewage ;  and  those  means  are 
equally  open  to  them  now.  They  must  not  take  advantage 
of  their  neighbour's  property  for  the  purpose,  to  his  detri- 
ment. 

Mr.  Hall  suggests  that  they  might  have  diverted  the 
Hoxton  Sewer  into  the  Hackney  Broohy  and  thus  turned 
the  whole  of  the  sewage  into  the  Biver  Lee. 

If  this  necessarily  results  from  the  terms  of  the  Act,  of 
course  the  Trustees  would  not  be  damnified  by  the  &ct 
that  the  same  result  has  been  arrived  at  in  a  different  way. 

The  clause  relied  on  is  as  follows : — 

\TSja  Honour  read  the  135th  section  of  the  original 
Act  (a)J. 

This  is  a  general  clause  for  all  time,  empowering  them 

(a)  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120. 


air. 
The  Tbusxxbs 

OF  THB 
&IVBR  LbB 
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to  act  from  time  to  time ;  but  its  generality  is  limited  and        ^^^* 
expoanded  by  the  Legislature  itself  by  the  final  proviso,      Att.-Osv. 
^  And  for  the  purposes  aforesaid/'  (both  limited  and  perma- 
nent) ^^  such  Board  shall  have  full  power  and  authority  to 

carry  any  such  sewers  or  works  throu^rh,  across,  or  under  v. 

'^.,  ,  ,         ,  .J  .        TheMbtbopo- 

any  turnpike  road,  or  any  street,  or  place  laid  out  as  or  m-    utan  Board 

tended  for  a  street,  as  well  beyond  as  within  the  limits  of     ^'  !^"^ 

the  Metropolis,  or  through  or  under  any  cellar  or  vault      J^idgmenL 

under  the  carriage-way  or  pavement  of  any  street,   and 

into,   through,    or  under    any  lands  whatsoever   within 

or  beyond    the    said    limits,    making    compensation    for 

any  damage  done  thereby,  as  hereinafter  provided."     And 

then  comes  this, — '^and  the  said  Board  shall  cause  the 

sewers  vested  in  them  to  be  constructed,  covered,  and  kept 

so  as  not  to  be  a  nuisance,  or  injurious  to  health,  and  to  be 

properly  cleared,  cleansed,  and  emptied ;  and  for  the  purpose 

of  clearing,  cleansing,  and  emptying  the  same,  they  may 

construct  and  place,  either  above  or  under-ground,  such 

reservoirs,  sluices,  engines,  and  other  works  as  may  be 

necessary,"  with  requisite  provisions  for  the  use  thereof. 

Now  this  appears  to  me,  so  far  from  conferring  on  them 
any  such  power  as  that  claimed  on  their  behalf,  to  point 
directly  to  a  limitation  of  their  powers  of  dealing  with  the 
sewers.  And  this  is  the  more  important,  because,  unless 
such  an  act,  if  done,  would  be  included  within  the  words  of 
this  section,  the  clause  as  to  compensation  would  not  apply ; 
the  result  of  which  would  be  that  they  would  be  left  with 
power  to  do  the  injury,  but  without  any  power  to  pay 
compensation  therefor. 

It  may  be  said  that  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act 
might  give  a  remedy  to  persons  injuriously  affected ;  but  I 
think  that  the  Legislature  intended  to  point  out  by  these 
particular  words  how  far  the  Metropolitan  Board  were  to 
act,  and  that  they  did  not  contemplate  a  power  to  turn  the 
entire  sewage  of  the  Metropolis  into  the  River  Lee.    It  is 

VOL.  I.  r 
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1868.  evident  that,  if  they  would  have  been  justified  in  diverting 

ATr.-GEaf.  one  principal  sewer  into  the  Hackney  Brook^  they  might 

Thb  Trustbeb  ^^^^  turned  another  into  that  one,  and  so  on  until  the 

OF  THB  whole  Metropolis  was  ultimately  drained  into  the  Hackney 

V.  Brook^  and  thence  into  the  Eiver  Lee. 

Ths  Mktkopo- 

ofWobks.  Then  it  was  argued  that  this  was  merely  a  case  of 
Ju^hmmt  nuisance ;  and  that  if  I  were  to  decide  that  the  Metropolitan 
Board  might  not  commit  a  nuisance^  the  effect  would  be  to 
put  a  stop  to  the  works  altogether ;  and  I  was  referred  to 
my  own  decision  in  the  case  of  the  Conservators  of  the 
Thames  (a) ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  that  case  determines 
anything  more  than  this,  that  any  result  which  neces- 
sarily follows  from  doing  an  act  authorised  by  the  Legis- 
lature must  be  covered  by  the  statute.  If  that  were  not  so, 
the  authority  given  by  Parliament  would  be  nugatory ;  but 
in  this  case,  so  far  is  this  injury  to  the  River  Lee  from  being 
a  necessary  result  of  the  parliamentary  powers  of  the  Board, 
that  as  a  matter  of  fact  it  has  only  happened  accidentally  and 
in  consequence  of  the  failure  of  one  of  the  sub-contractors. 
I  cannot,  therefore,  hold  that  this  is  covered  by  the  powers 
given  by  the  Act. 

Nor  do  I  think  that  the  clause  in  the  subsequent  Act, 
which  confers  certain  powers  on  the  Secretary  of  State  (6), 
helps  the  Board  in  the  least ;  it  appears  to  me  to  have  a 
directly  contrary  effect. 

It  may  well  be  that  persons,  although  entitled  to  pro- 
secute the  authors  of  such  a  nuisance,  may  not  desire  to  do 
so  at  their  own  private  expense  and  risk ;  and  therefore  the 
Act  directs  that,  in  a  case  which  seems  to  him  to  be  proper, 
the  Home  Secretary  may  take  up  the  prosecution,  and 
carry  it  on  at  the  public  expense ;  but  he  is  not  to  be  the  per- 
son to  pronounce  whether  any  alleged  nuisance  be  or  not  in 
fact  a  nuisance :  with  that  question  the  law  is  to  deal.     So 

(a)  Ubi  rap.  (5)  21  &  22  Viet.  e.  104,  s.  31. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


321 


fer  as  this  claase  affects  the  question  it  is  adverse  to  the        ^^^8. 
Defendants,  because  it  provides  an  extra  and  easier  remedy      Att.-Gkk. 
in  cases  of  alleged  or  supposed  nuisance  committed  by   XH^THUfrEKi 

them.  o'  ^""^ 

RiVKB  Lbb 

V. 

Were  I  therefore  now  asked  to  stop  the  prosecution  of  TheMetropo- 
a  contemplated  act,  I  should  unquestionably  have  arrested     of  Works. 
this  work  till  the  Hearing  of  the  Cause ;  but  when  I  consider 


that  they  now  offer  an  undertaking  to  do  nothing  more, 
and  Airther  to  dredge  so  as,  as  far  as  possible,  to  keep  the 
river  firee,  I  have  great  doubts  whether  I  ought,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  vested  in  the  Court,  to  issue  an 
injunction  which  would  compel  the  immediate  restoration  of 
the  HoxUm  Brook  Sewer,  or  merely  to  direct  the  motion  to 
stand  over  on  these  undertakings,  and  with  liberty  to  apply. 

[His  Honour  then  discussed  at  some  length  the  question, 
whether,  as  a  matter  of  balance  of  convenience,  the  injunc- 
tion ought  to  be  issued  at  once ;  and  stated  his  reasons  for 
coming  to  a  contrary  opinion  on  the  facts.] 


JudffnenL 


DsFEXDAirrs  submitting  to  the  iDJunction  to  the  extent  hereinafter 
mentioned,  restrain  them  from  making  any  further  connections  of  any 
drain  with  either  the  High  Level  or  the  Middle  Level  Sewer  until 
the  Hearing  or  further  order.  And  Defendants  undertaking  by 
dredging  or  other  proper  means  to  keep  the  River  Lee  free  from  all 
obstructions  to  navigation  occasioned  by  an  increased  deposit  of 
sewage  matter  arising  from  the  connection  of  any  sewers  made  since 
the  month  of  February  last  with  either  the  High  Level  or  Middle 
Level  Sewer,  motion  to  stand  over  until  the  Hearing,  with  liberty 
for  either  party  to  apply  in  the  meantime,  especially  in  respect  of  any 
injury  that  may  be  apprehended  from  the  unhealthy  effluvia  arising 
from  the  increase  of  sewage  matters  brought  down  the  Middle  Level 
Sewer  (a). 


(a)  This  motion  was  ranawed  on  tke 
6Ui  Joly,  on  fturther  affidavits  as  to 
the  faiereased  fonlnesB  of  the  Biver  Lees 
bat,  after  baTing  been  diiciueed  at 
■one  length,  it  was  referred  to  Capt 


GaUon^  B.E.,  to  determine  what  steps 
ought  to  be  taken  by  the  Board  to 
abate  the  naisanoe;  which  has  resulted 
in  the  partial  opening  of  the  Ontfal 
Sewer. 


Mmvte  qf 
Order, 
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PUadmf-JU-  WALSHAM   V.   STAINTON.  ^ 

Th«ro  is  no        1  HIS  cause  came  on  on  the  demurrer  of  the  Defendant 

equity  to  main-    rr 
tain  a  Bill  siom. 

against  the  ro- 

pressntaUTesof      The  material  allegations  of  the  Bill  were  as  follows : — 

a  person  who  ^ 

was  sc'ctiusuiT 

to  a  fraud,  from       1.  The  Carrofi  Co.  are  a  corporation  incorporated  by 

rived  no  pecu-  Royal  Charter  in  1773,  and  whose  affairs  are  regulated  by 

m'SS^f  Uie  *^®  ^^^y  ^^^^  respectively  in  1760  and  1771. 

ground  that,  if 

aiire,  he  might       2.  By  the  later  of  these  deeds  it  was  provided  that  the 

haTe  been  made  , 

answerable  for  capital  of  the  Company  should  be  £150,000,  in  600  shares 


_      .         of  £250  each :  and  no  future  partner  was  to  have  any  vote 
The  relation  * 

between  manar  in  the  management  unless  he  held  at  least  ten  shares :  and 

pany'and  the*'  ^  holders  of  ten  shares  or  more  were  to  have  one  vote  for 
surehoiders  in  ^^^^y  £2500  capital  stock    in    their    possession.      Two 

shares  in  the      i^eneral  meetings  were  to  be  held  every  year  at  Carron  ; 
Companjisnot  ^    .  -o  i  •/ 

analogous  to      and  a  committee  oi  management  was  to   be  appomted, 

trnstM  and'  ^    which  was  to  meet  once  ^  month,  and  part  of  whose  busi- 
oestui  que  teust  jjess  was  to  be  "  to  receive  all  intimations  with  regard  to 

in  respf;ct  of  the  ,  ^ 

trust  property,  the  sale  or  disposal  of  any  part  of  the  stock  of  the  Com- 

Therefore,  one  pany."     All  shareholders,  present  and  iuture.  were  to  be 
such  manager     *      /  . 

who  assists        at  liberty  to  sell  their  shares,  or  any  number  not  less  than 

fraudulently      two  of  them,  on  the  following  conditions  : — Such  partner 

l^V^VH^-  was  to  make  intimation  in  writing  to  a  monthly  meeting  of 

able,  as  <^^^  the  number  of  shares  he  proposed  to  sell,  and  the  price  at 

who  knowingly  which  he  proposed  to  sell  them  ;  and  if  the  Company,  or 

tnistee  to  make  ^^7  existing  shareholder,  chose  to  buy  them  at  that  price 

default  before  the  second  monthly  meeting,  they  and  he  were  to  be 

at  liberty  to  do  so ;  but  if  not,  then  the  shares  might  be 

offered  to  the  public  at  that  price,  but  not  at  any  lower 

price  without  a  fresh  reference  to  the  committee ;  and  no 
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sale  of  any  shares  to  strangers  was  to  take  place  till  the        ^S^* 
said  offer  had  been  made  to  the  Company  at  a  monthly      Walsham 
committee,  and  rejected  by  the  second  following  one ;  and      Staditon. 
all  shares  sold  or  attempted  to  be  sold  in  contravention  of 
this  role  were  to  be  ipso  facto  forfeited  to  the  Company. 

No  fiiture  partner  whatever  was  to  be  entitled  to  exa- 
mine the  Company's  books  at  his  pleasure ;  but  eveiy 
partner  entitled  to  vote  in  the  direction  of  the  Company's 
affairs  was  to  have  a  right  to  attend  the  meetings  of  a 
monthly  committee,  and  to  see  and  examine  the  procedure 
had  by  them ;  and  might,  in  case  he  should  find  fault  with 
the  committee,  represent  the  same,  and  move  for  redress 
at  general  meetings.  It  was,  therefore,  expressly  provided 
and  declared,  that  the  Company's  books  should  be  only 
open  to  the  inspection  of  the  then  present  partners,  and  of 
the  monthly  conmiittees  at  their  meetings,  or  of  any  mem- 
ber having  authority  or  commission  from  the  committees 
to  examine  the  same ;  with  a  proviso  that  any  two  partners 
holding  not  less  than  twenty  shares  might  obtain  such 
authority  firom  the  committees  on  proper  cause  shewn. 

3.  Francis  Garbett  was  one  of  the  then  present  share- 
holders in  the  Company,  and  one  of  the  persons  men- 
tioned as  a  shareholder  in  the  Charter  of  Incorporation ; 
and  he  was  in  the  month  of  March,  1771,  the  holder  of 
fifteen  shares  in  the  Company. 

6.  In  March,  1771,  these  shares  were  deposited  with  Glyn 
4"  Co.  to  secure  the  balance  of  a  current  account. 

56.  The  debt  due  to  Glyn  8^  Co.  has  been  long  since 
paid  off;  and  Glyn  ^  Co.  have  not  now  any  interest  in  the 
property. 

7.  The  said  Francis  Garbett  and  other  persons  had  in 
tlie  year  1770  granted  bonds  to  certain  persons  (who  were 


24 


186S. 
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afterwards  represented  by  Charles  Selkrig),  as  trustees  for 
their  creditors.    Francis  Garbett  died  on  the  9th  Januaiy, 


Waubhax 

Staiktov.      1800;  and  the  Plaintiff  was  his  legal  personal  representative. 


10.  In  the  year  1810  Selkrig^  without  notice  to  any  one 
interested  in  Francis  Garbett s  estate,  procured  himself  to 
be  made  executor  creditor,  on  behalf  of  Mr.  T.  Fairholmej 
to  the  extent  of  forty  of  the  said  fifty-five  shares. 

11.  From  1786  to  1825,  Joseph  Stainton  was  manager 
of  the  Company  at  Carron ;  and  fix)m  1808  to  1851,  Henry 
Stainton  was  London  agent  of  the  Company. 

12.  The  Company  did  not  long  continue  to  act  acxju- 
rately  under  the  deed  of  settlement.  The  last  monthly 
committee  meeting  took  place  in  1813,  and  since  then  no 
such  committee  had  ever  been  appointed.  The  committee 
never  held  monthly  meetings,  but  generally  met  five  or 
six  times  a  year  up  to  1810,  once  in  1811,  once  in  1812, 
and  four  or  five  times  in  1813,  when  they  ceased  to  meet. 

13.  In  April,  1813,  Glj/n  ^  Co.  offered  to  sell  thirty  of 
the  said  fifty-five  shares  to  the  Company. 

14.  Joseph  Stainton  agreed  to  be  the  purchaser ;  and  in 
January,  1815,  fifteen  of  such  shares  were  transferred  to 
him  by  deed,  and  entered  as  transferred  in  the  books  of  the 
Company  at  a  meeting  at  which  Joseph  Stainton  alone  was 
present,  holding  proxies  for  six  others,  including  Henry 
Stainton. 

16.  At  a  similarly  attended  meeting  held  15th  June, 
1815,  Joseph  Stainton  produced  (to  himself)  a  power  of 
attorney,  authorising  Alexander  Smith  to  receive  the  divi- 
dends on  these  shares  which  might  become  due  to 
Glyn  ^  Co. 

17.  On  the  29th  September,  1817,  SeUcrig  offered  the 
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remaiiiing  forty  shares  for  sale  to  the  Company  at  a  price 
fixed  in  the  said  offer,  which  was  afterwards  accepted  by 
Henry  Stainton;  and  such  shares  were  accordingly  trans- 
ferred to  him  at  a  general  meeting,  at  which  Joseph  Stainton 
(with  the  same  six  proxies)  and  Joseph  Dawson  alone  were 
present. 

21.  The  accounts  and  books  required  by  the  charter  and 
deeds  of  settlement  were  regularly  kept,  but  the  accounts 
were  not  examined  with  the  vouchers,  or  certified  as 
correct. 

As  regards  the  accounts  at  Carron  it  was  the  custom  of 
Joseph  Stainton  to  make  out  half-yearly  balance  sheets, 
which  were  submitted  to  the  next  general  meeting,  and 
compared  with  the  ledger  by  the  book-keeper  and  two 
members  of  the  Company,  one  of  whom  was  usually  the 
manager  and  the  other  the  president  of  the  meeting ;  and  if 
the  said  balance  sheet  agreed  with  the  ledger,  a  certificate 
thereof  was  entered  in  the  books  of  the  Company  and 
signed. 

22.  Henry  Stainton  was  firequently  the  president  of  the 
general  meetings,  and  the  person  who,  along  with  Joseph 
Stainton^  compared  the  balance  sheets  with  the  ledger  and 
certified  the  result  in  the  books  of  the  Company. 

23.  From  1805  to  1839,  both  inclusive,  an  unvarying 
dividend  at  the  rate  of  £9  per  cent,  per  annum  was  paid. 

24.  Joseph  Stainton  died  in  1825,  and  the  demurring 
Defendant  is  his  legal  personal  representative  in  England. 

27.  Henry  Stainton  died  in  184L,  and  the  remaining 
Defendants  (other  than  the  Carron  Company)  are  his  legal 
personal  representatives. 

28.  The  Plaintiff  in  the  year  1860,  for  the  first  time, 
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StatemenL 
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ascertained  (as  the  fact  is)  that  the  aforesdd  sales  of  the 
said  fifteen  shares  to  the  said  Joseph  Stainton  and  of  the 
said  forty  shares  to  the  said  Henry  Stainton  were,  under  the 
circumstances  hereinafter  appearing,  fraudulent  and  void. 

29.  Joseph  Staintonj  from  the  time  of  his  becoming 
manager  at  Carrony  introduced  from  time  to  time  into  the 
Company  his  own  immediate  relations,  and  obtained  by  his 
influence  their  appointment  to  fill  all  offices  of  trust  therein. 

30.  Joseph  StaintonaniHenty  Stainton,  taking  advantage 
of  their  respective  positions  in  the  Company  and  in  collu- 
sion with  the  Dawsons  (their  nephews),  entered,  long 
previous  to  the  year  1815,  into  a  scheme  to  secure  to  them- 
selves the  whole  benefit  of  the  Company,  and  with  that  view 
conspired  together  to  procure  the  discontinuance  of  the 
committees  of  management,  where  proxies  were  not  allowed, 
and  to  keep  the  accounts  of  the  Company  fraudulently,  so 
as  to  conceal  from  the  shareholders  the  real  value  of  the 
shares,  in  order  that  they  (the  Staintons)  might  buy  up  at  an 
undervalue  such  shares  as  were  offered  for  sale,  and  at  the 
same  time  make  themselves  a  majority  of  votes  at  the 
meetings  of  the  Company. 

31.  Such  fraudulent  scheme  was  carried  into  effect  in 
the  following  manner : — 

32.  Henry  Stainton  had,  long  before  the  year  1815, 
with  the  knowledge  and  privity  of  and  acting  in  collusion 
with  Joseph  Stainton  and  the  Dawsonsj  retained  in  his  own 
hands  a  very  large  fund  belonging  to  the  Company,  but 
which  did  not  appear  in  the  books  of  the  Company  at 
Carron, 

33.  Such  fund  arose  as  follows : — The  Company  had  for 
many  years  previous  to  1815  been  in  the  habit  of  supply- 
ing the  Government  largely  with  gun-mortars,  shot,  and 
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other  military  stores,  which  were  manufactured  at  the  works 
at  Catron  and  sent  thence  by  sea  to  London^  consigned 
by  the  manager  at  Carron  to  the  agent  in  London  for 
delivery  to  the  Board  of  Ordnance*  A  separate  account 
was  kept  in  London  and  at  Carron  for  this  branch  of  the 
bosmess,  called  the  "  Ordnance  Account." 

34.  Jo8q>h  Dawson  and  Joseph  Stainton^  when  they 
shipped  a  consignment  to  Henri/  Staintonj  used  to  invoice 
the  goods  to  London  and  to  debit  them  to  the  Board  of 
Ordnance  in  the  books  at  Carron  at  a  price  much  less  than 
that  at  which  they  had  contracted  to  sell  them  to  the  Board 
of  Ordnance.  William  Dawson^  who  was  manufacturing 
clerk  and  had  the  charge  of  manufacturing  the  goods,  and 
the  duty  of  seeing  that  they  were  properly  made  and  de- 
spatched, used  to  enter  into  a  book  the  prices  at  which  the 
goods  manufactured  at  Carron  were  to  be  issued ;  and  from 
this  book  the  invoices  of  goods  were  made  out  when  they 
were  despatched ;  and  he  fraudulently  entered  the  goods 
made  for  the  Board  of  Ordnance  at  prices  far  below  those 
which  he  knew  the  Board  of  Ordnance  had  agreed  to  pay. 
Afler  the  said  Board  had  paid  the  full  contract  price, 
Henry  Stainton  entered  the  sums  which  he  actually  received 
to  their  credit  in  the  separate  account  with  them  kept  in  the 
books  of  the  Carron  Company  at  London.  He,  however, 
remitted  to  Carron  only  the  sums  at  which  the  goods  were  in- 
voiced thence  to  him,  the  difference  between  these  sums  and 
the  sum  paid  by  the  Board  of  Ordnance  being  retained  and 
invested  in  Joseph  StaintorCs  name.  The  sums  so  retained 
were  carried  to  a  secret  account  kept  by  Henry  Stainton^ 
and  sometimes  called  by  him  the  ^^  Outcome  of  the  Board's 
Account,"  and  sometimes  "the  Deposit."  It  is  herein- 
after referred  to  as  "the  Secret  Reserve  Fund." 

35.  Between  the  years  1808  and  1816  the  Company  had 
very  large  transactions  with  the  Board  of  Ordnance,  and 
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this  course  of  conduct  was  continued  during  all  that  period. 
On  the  1st  of  January,  1808,  the  Secret  Reserve  Fund 
amounted  to  £80,000  stock.  Between  the  years  1808  and 
1816,  £110,000  stock  had  been  purchased  for  this  fund, 
and  stock  to  the  amount  of  £70,000  had  been  sold  for  the 
use  of  the  Company ;  and  in  the  year  1816,  the  Secret 
Reserve  Fund  consisted  of  £120,000  Consols.  The  dividends 
upon  the  stock  so  irom  time  to  time  purchased  for  the  Com- 
pany were  regularly  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  Company 
in  the  books  at  Carron  from  the  year  1808  to  the  year  1816 ; 
but  the  capital  stock  nowhere  appeared  in  the  books  at 
Carron  or  in  London. 


36.  Up  to  the  year  1816,  Henry  Staintony  in  the  Ord- 
nance Account  sent  from  London  to  Carron^  stated  the  sums 
received  from  the  Board  of  Ordnance  at  the  true  amount 
paid  by  the  Board ;  so  that  the  Ordnance  Accoimt  in  Lotir- 
don  showed  that  the  Board  had  paid  large  sums  in  excess 
of  what  they  were  charged  with.  The  sums  so  appearing 
to  be  paid  in  excess  were  stated  in  these  accounts  to  be 
invested,  and  the  mode  of  their  investment  was  shown. 
When  these  accounts  were  received  at  Carron^  Joseph 
Staintony  in  transferring  them  to  the  books  at  Carron  con- 
taining the  Ordnance  Account,  altered  them  so  as  to  make 
it  appear  that  the  only  sum  paid  by  the  Board  of  Ordnance 
was  the  sum  at  which  the  goods  had  been  invoiced  frx)m 
Carron  to  London^  and  he  omitted  all  mention  of  the  invest- 
ment made  by  Henry  Sfmnton.  By  this  plan  the  Ordnance 
Account  at  Carron  was  kept  apparently  balanced  up  to  the 
year  1816. 


37.  After  the  year  1816,  Henry  Stainton  continued  to 
state  the  sums  received  from  the  Board  at  their  actual 
amount,  and  these  sums  were  accurately  transcribed  into 
the  books  at  Carron;  so  that  it  there  appeared  as  though 
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the  Board  had  paid  in  excess  of  what   was  due  firom        1868. 
them. 


38.  In  the  year  1811,  Joseph  Stainton  wrote  a  letter  to      ^^j^^ 
Henry  Staintoriy  which  shows  that  he  was  a  party  to  this      Statem&u. 
contrivance. 

39.  In  the  year  1850,  Henry  Stainton  admitted  in  a  let- 
ter to  William  Dawson  that  the  Secret  Reserve  Fund  then 
amounted  to  £96,046  lis.  5d,  This  letter  speaks  of  the 
fund  as  ^^  the  reserve  account  long  ago  put  into  my  hands 
for  safe  and  secret  custody."  The  letter  also  contains  the 
following  passage — ^^  The  whole,  being  the  property  of  the 
Carron  Company,  stands  in  my  name,  and  is  entirely  un- 
known to  any  one  here  besides  myself.  How  far  it  may  be 
prudent  to  communicate  this  fact  is  for  you  to  judge ;  that 
it  should  be  communicated  to  the  partners  generally  would 
in  my  opinion  be  exceedingly  indiscreet.  It  was  originally 
intended  to  form  a  fund  to  meet  any  unforeseen  occurrence 
in  the  business,  such  as  for  instance  the  present  and  pro- 
spective state  of  the  iron  trade,  without  making  any  public 
difference  as  to  the  Company's  proceedings  in  money 
matters.'* 

40.  The  existence  of  the  Secret  Reserve  Fund  was  not 
known  to  any  member  of  the  Company  other  than  the 
Staintons  and  the  Dawsons  until  the  year  1852 ;  but  after 
that  date  its  existence  was  disclosed,  and  it  was  subse- 
quently paid  or  accounted  for  to  the  Company. 

41.  Henry  and  Joseph  Stainton^  between  the  years  1808 
and  1817,  retained  in  their  hands  very  large  sums,  which 
they  did  not  account  for  to  the  Company. 

42.  Shortly  before  the  half-yearly  meetings,  Henry  and 
Joseph  Stainton  used  to  prepare  "  trial"  balance  sheets  of 
the  Company.     These  balance  sheets  were  not  intended  to 
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be  adopted,  but  were  meant  to  put  Henry  Stainton  in  pos- 
session of  the  true  state  of  the  accounts,  so  as  to  enable 
him  to  prepare  fictitious  accounts  for  adoption  by  the 
meeting. 

43.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  real  value  of  the 
shares  in  the  Company  was  not  known. 

44.  Since  the  death  of  Henry  Stainton,  proceedings  have 
been  instituted  against  his  estate,  and  it  has  been  com- 
pelled to  refund  sums  amounting  to  £220,000  to  the  Com- 
pany, and  a  further  sum  is  still  claimed  by  the  Company. 

47.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  said  fifteen  and  forty 
shares  were  purchased  by  Joseph  and  Henry  Stainton  at  a 
great  undervalue. 

The  Bill  also  contained  allegations  for  the  purpose  of 
explaining  the  delay  in  bringing  the  suit,  and  of  negativ- 
ing certain  anticipated  defences  not  material  to  the  question 
raised  by  the  demurrer,  and  prayed — 

1st,  That  the  sale  of  the  forty  shares  to  Henry  Stainton 
ought  to  be  set  aside,  and  the  shares  retransferred  to  the 
PlaintiflF. 

2ndly,  The  like  with  regard  to  the  fifteen  shares  sold  to 
Joseph  Stainton, 

Zrdly.  An  account  of  dividends  and  bonuses  paid  in 
respect  of  such  shares  since  the  respective  sales  thereof. 

Aiihly.  An  injimction  restraining  Henry  Staintoris  execu- 
tors from  transferring  the  forty  shares. 

bihly.  An  injunction  restraining  the  Carron  Company 
from  reftising  to  concur  in  a  transfer  of  these  shares  to 
the  Plaintifi*. 

6thly.  That  the  Defendants  other  than  the  Carron  Com- 
pany might  pay  the  costs. 
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Sir  Htyh  Caimsy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  John  Pearsouj  for  the      ^J;^' 
demurrer : —  Wazjbhaii 

9. 

1st.  The  Plaintiff  has  shown  no  title  to  institute  the  suit.      St^wh. 


In  1813,  Glyn  4r  Halifax  were  the  persons  entitled  to  the 
fifteen  shares  bought  by  Joseph  Stainton;  therefore,  if  any 
one  were  injured  by  that  sale  and  purchase,  Glyn  ^  Co, 
would  be  the  proper  persons  to  complain  of  it ;  but  there  is 
no  allegation  that  they  were  deceived  in  the  matter. 

The  statements  in  the  paragraphs  32  to  43  inclusive,  so 
far  from  showing  any  fraud  on  the  part  oi  Joseph  Stainton^ 
disclose  a  very  proper  and  prudent  course  of  management. 
This  is  shown  by  the  fact  that  a  constant  dividend  of  £9  per 
cent,  was  pidd  from  1805  to  1839,  notwithstanding  the  fluc- 
tuations in  the  trade ;  and  it  appears  that  this  was  in  part 
at  least  effected  by  sales  of  the  Secret  Reserve  Fund. 

Our  contract  was  made  in  1813,  and  there  is  nothing  to 
show  that  there  then  was  any  secret  fund  at  all. 

indly.  The  relief  is  not  one  which  can  be  given  by  a 
Court  of  equity. 

With  regard  to  Henry  Stainton  they  ask  that  the  con- 
tract may  be  set  aside  and  the  shares  restored  to  them. 
But  as  against  Joseph  Stainton  they  ask  nothing  but  piure 
damages — viz.  the  difference,  with  interest,  between  the 
sum  which  he  ought  to  have  received  and  did  receive  in 
1813.  But  tins  Court,  (except  under  the  authority  of  the 
new  statute  (a),)  never  gives  damages  as  such  except  in  cases 
of  mesne  profits :  Powell  v.  Aiken  (&). 

The  only  remedy  against  Joseph  Stainton  would  have 
been  by  action  of  deceit,  and  that  action  could  not  have 
been  brought  after  the  expiration  of  six  months  bora  Joseph 
StaintorCs  death. 

(a)  21  k  22  Vict.  c.  27.  (6)  4  K.  &  J.  843. 
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Zrdly.  The  Bill  is  multifarious. 

Why  should  we  be  mixed  up  with  the  case  against  Henry 
Stainton  ?  The  contracts  are  diflPerent,  the  sales  distinct, 
and  quite  different  defences  might  be  taken.  There  is 
nothing  in  common  between  the  sales  except  that  both 
vendors  deduce  their  title  from  Garbettj  who  is  not  the 
vendor  in  either  case. 

This  is  simply  a  case  where  a  mortgagee  with  a  power  of 
sale  has  sold  the  property,  and  the  mortgagor  afterwards 
comes  to  complain  that  it  was  sold  at  an  undervalue.  We 
do  not  dispute  that  a  Court  of  equity  has  jurisdiction  to 
undo  a  completed  transaction  of  this  nature ;  but  that  juris- 
diction is  precisely  analogous  to  proceedings  at  law  upon  an 
averment  of  "  scienter :"  Wilde  v.  Gibson  (a). 

Mr.  Giffard^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eddis  for  the  Bill  :— 

Demurrers  raising  these  points  were  put  in  by  the  other 
Defendants  and  overruled  by  the  Lords  Justices. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor. — The  question  is,  Ist.  Were 
not  these  shares  sold  at  an  honest  price  ?  2ndly.  Can  you 
have  a  Bill  for  damages  thirty  years  after  the  death  of  the 
wrongdoer?] 

Mr.  Giffard. — ^The  case  of  Blair  v.  Bromley  (b)  is  an 
authority  on  the  second  point.  We  are  the  personal  re- 
presentatives of  the  persons  injured,  and  the  fraud  is  one 
but  recently  discovered. 

[The  Vice-Chancellob. — ^I  know  of  no  case  determin- 
ing that  you  can  bring  a  man  here,  merely  because  he  is  the 
representative  of  a  person  who,  if  alive,  would  have  had  to 
pay  costs.] 

Mr.  Giffard. — ^This  was  one  entire  fraud  concocted  by 

(a)  1  H.  L.  Caa.  605.  (6)  2  Ph.  854. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


333 


Joseph  and  Henry  Stainton,  commencing  as  early  as  1808, 
for  the  purpose  of  getting  all  the  shares  in  the  Company, 
inclading  these  fifty-five  shares  of  Garbetfsy  into  their 
hands:  AtU-Gen,  v.  Cradock{a). 

The  case  is  simply  this: — My  trustee  withdraws  from 
the  trust  estate  a  certain  sum  to  induce  me  to  believe  that 
the  tmst  ftmd  is  smaller  than  it  is  in  reality,  and  he  then, 
while  I  am  under  this  misapprehension,  gets  me  to  sell 
my  share  to  him  at  an  undervalue. 

It  would  be  contrary  to  the  practice  of  the  Court  to  take 
such  an  account  as  this  against  one  trustee  alone ;  and  there- 
fore Joseph  Stainton  would  have  been  a  necessary  party 
with  regard  to  the  forty  shares,  irrespective  of  any  question 
afiSecting  the  fifteen  shares.  Are  we  to  file  two  Bills,  one 
for  each  set  of  shares,  when  each  Bill  would  have  to  be 
against  the  very  same  parties,  and  would  contain  precisely 
the  same  allegations? — Campbell  v.  Mackayib)  ;  Innes  v. 
Mitehell{c). 

Besides,  it  is  a  mere  assumption  to  say  that  Joseph 
Stainton  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  forty  shares. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 
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Vicb-Chancellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

I  think  the  allegations  I  have  here  are  insufficient  to 
maintain  the  Bill  against  Joseph  Stainton^  even  taking  it  as 
a  Bill  against  him  alone;  but  I  ftirther  think  that  the 
remedy  against  him  should  be  pursued  separately. 

The  case  is  shortly  this : — ^Thirty-eight  years  after  the 
time  when  you  say  that  the  fi:aud  was  committed,  you  come 

(a)  S  My.  &  Cr.  86.         (6)  1  My.  &  Cr.  608.  (<?)  4  Drew.  67. 
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here  to  charge  therewith  a  person  who  at  third  or  fourth 
hand  represents  the  alleged  author  thereof. 

After  so  great  a  lapse  of  time,  there  is  all  the  more  neces- 
sity that  the  allegations  of  fraud  upon  which  the  equity  of 
the  Bill  is  founded  should  he  exceedingly  particular  and 
precise.  But  upon  this  Bill  I  not  only  do  not  find  any- 
thing of  that  sort,  but  I  do  find  enough  to  lead  me  to  think 
that  the  Bill  is  not  susceptible  of  any  amendment  which 
could  be  sufficient  for  this  purpose. 

The  price  to  be  paid  for  these  shares — ^£133  per  cent, 
of  their  nominal  value — was  fixed  in  1813.  The  purchase 
was  completed  in  1815.  But  1  find  no  specific  allegation  of 
fraud  definitely  pointing  at  either  of  those  years. 

The  fraud  alleged  begins  at  paragraph  30.  [His  Honour 
read  it].  The  expression  "long  previous  to  1815"  is  not 
sufficiently  precise  to  invalidate  a  transaction  which  oc- 
curred in  April,  1813  ;  it  may  well  be  that "  long  previous" 
does  not  include  this  particular  time.  Then  we  have  in 
paragraph  33  the  words  "  many  years  previous  to  1815." 
This  is  all  that  is  fixed  as  to  date ;  and,  although  "  many 
years  previous  to  1815"  must  of  course  be  taken  to  go 
beyond  1813,  yet  all  that  is  specifically  stated  regarding 
that  "  many  years"  is,  that  during  all  that  time  the  Com- 
pany had  dealings  with  the  Board  of  Ordnance ;  which  is 
obviously  not  an  allegation  of  fraud.  When  we  come  to 
paragraph  35,  we  have  a  statement  carrying  back  this 
particular  course  of  dealing  as  far  as  1808,  which  would, 
of  necessity,  include  1813;  but  this  paragraph  contains  no 
averment  that  the  stock  there  mentioned  was  not  properly 
applied ;  and  it  is  clear  that  £70,000  was  so  applied.  Then 
it  is  said,  that  in  1816  a  sum  of  £120,000  Consols,  which 
belonged  to  the  Carron  Company,  was  standing  in  the 
name  a£  Joseph  StainUniy  and  that  the  dividends  thereon  were 
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regularly  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  Company.    I  do  not        1863. 
flee  anything  amounting  to  fraud  in  this. 

All  that  appears  in  fisivoor  of  the  PlaintiflF  in  these  aver- 
ments is,  that  in  1808  the  reserved  fund  was  XSO^OOO  ;  that 
£70,000  (part  thereof)  was  afterwards  rightly  applied ;  and 
that  in  1816  the  fund  had  risen  again  to  £120,000.  No- 
thing is  said  as  to  what  became  of  the  £10,000  not  stated 
to  have  been  properly  applied ;  and  I  cannot  assume  that 
it  was  misappropriated. 

Up  to  1816  it  appears  that  Henry  Stainton  stated  the 
true  amounts  of  all  these  Oovemment  sales  in  the  books 
in  London ;  there  is,  therefore,  so  far  nothing  kept  back. 
ITp  to  1816  everything  is  straight  and  proper  in  the 
London  books ;  but  then  it  is  said  that  Joseph  Stainton  at 
Carton  altered  the  accounts  so*  as  to  fabify  the  books 
there.  [His  Honour  read  paragraph  36].  There  is  no- 
thing up  to  this  which  would  have  the  effect  of  deceiving 
purchasers  in  London. 

Then  there  is  set  out  a  letter  of  1811,  vnitten  by  Joseph 
Staintonj  which  shews  that  he  was  cognizant  of  the  exist- 
ence of "  the  outcome  account ;"  but  when  I  couple  this 
with  the  fact  that  £70,000  is  admitted  to  have  been  pro- 
perly applied  after  the  date  of  this  letter,  and  bear  in  mind 
that  nothing  is  said  as  to  the  application  of  the  remainder 
of  the  reserve  fimd  then  existing,  I  do  not  see  any  reason 
for  presuming,  as  against  this  Defendant,  a  fraud  which  is 
certainly  not  distinctly  alleged.  When  we  go  back  to 
1813, 1  find  no  averment  that  there  was  then  any  secret 
fund  which  could  affect  the  price  of  shares. 

I  now  come  to  the  allegation  contained  in  the  41st  para- 
gnph  of  the  Bill,  ffenfy  and  Joseph  Stainton^  between  the 
years  1808  and  1817  (that  may  mean  1814,  1>5»  16, 17), 
retained  in  their  own  hands  very  larfp  sunis  belonging  to 
the  Company ;  hut  it  does  not  appear  that  the  value  of 

VOL  I,  z 


386 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1868. 


these  or  any  other  shares  was  affected  thereby.  Then 
nothing  more  is  alleged  which  is  material  to  this  point  tit! 
we  come  to  the  averment  that  these  shares  were  sold  at  an 
nndervalae ;  but  it  is  quite  consistent  with  this  arermenl^ 
that  the  entire  loss  accrued  in  respect  of  the  forty  shares^ 
and  that  the  fifteen  shares  at  present  in  question  realised 
their  full  value.  Then  comes  the  statement  that  this  alleged 
fraud  was  not  found  out  until  a  late  date.  I  agree  that  it 
is  immaterial  whether  Messrs.  Glyn  Sf  Co,  joined  in  this 
fraudy  if  there  were  a  fraud ;  but  I  do  not  find  anything 
even  leading  to  the  presumption  that  they  did  so,  or  that 
the  sale  by  them  was  not  in  every  respect  proper  and  bonA 
fide, 

I  may  here  remark,  that  if  my  decision  in  this  case  turned 
upon  the  insufficiency  of  allegations  such  as  these  I  should 
certiunly  give  leave  to  amend ;  a  leave  which  I  only  with-? 
hold  because  I  think  that  in  no  form  in  which  these  &ct8 
could  be  presented  to  the  Court,  would  they  be  sufficient  to 
maintain  this  Bill. 

Even  if  I  were  inclined  to  allow  the  Bill  to  be  amend- 
ed as  regards  the  allegations  by  which  an  equity  is  attempt- 
ed to  be  raised,  I  should  still  feel  compelled  to  allow 
this  demurrer  for  multifariousness.  I  think  that  the 
two  cases  (against  Henry  Stainton  and  Joseph  Stainton) 
should  be  brought  forward  separately,  and  for  the  following 
reeson :  if  these  two  gentlemen  are  so  tied  together  that 
they  would  both  be  necessary  parties  to  a  Bill  filed  in 
respect  of  either  one  of  these  sales  alone  (and  that  is 
necessary  to  bear  out  Mr.  EddWs  argument),  it  would 
follow  that  Joseph  Stainton  would  be  responsible  for  the 
forty  shares  sold  to  Henry ^  as  well  as  for  his  own  fifteen ; 
that  is  to  say,  that  JosepKs  representatives  are  to  be  con- 
sidered as  sureties  for  the  acts  and  defaults  of  Henry  in 
respect  of  these  shares,  and  would  therefore  be  necessary 
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parties  to  any  Bill  against  Benry ;  and  the  case  was  com- 
pared to  that  of  a  trostee  who  stands  by  and  sees  his 
co-tmstee  make  away  with  the  fond.  But  the  obvious 
answer  to  this  view  of  the  case  is^  that  all  Henry  StaintarCa 
shares  are  in  existence ;  and  it  is,  upon  the  allegations  in  this 
BiU,  the  clear  right  of  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  have  any  right  at 
all,  to  enforce  a  lien  on  these  shares.  The  only  case  for 
relief  which  he  could  therefore  mdke  against  Joseph  Stains- 
ton  in  regard  to  these  forty  shares  would  be  in  respect  of 
dividends  and  bonuses ;  and,  accordingly,  when  we  come  to 
the  prayer  of  the  Bill  we  find  that  this,  and  this  only,  is  the 
relief  asked  against  this  Defendant  in  respect  of  the  forty 
shares.  [His  Honour  read  the  third  paragraph  of  the  prayer.] 

It  does  seem  to  me  entirely  novel  to  say  that  a  party 
cognizant  of  and  conniving  at  a  fraud  (I  put  the  case  as 
high  as  that),  who  has  received  no  part  of  the  money,  and 
has  not  reaped  any  advantage  from  the  fraud,  can  be 
pursued  in  this  Court  for  the  recovery  of  damages  merely. 
This  is  not  a  case  of  co-trustees  such  as  I  have  already 
alluded  to,  but  merely  a  case  where  two  persons,  both 
managers  of  the  same  Company,  have  combined  to 
conceal  the  true  state  of  the  Compan/s  affairs.  But, 
suppose  two  agents  to  have  been  severally  guilty  of  such 
conduct,  and  suppose  further  that  A,  has  the  funds,  and 
that  his  representatives  have  been  held  liable  to  make  good 
a  great  difference  between  the  value  at  which  the  shares 
were  purchased  by  A,  and  their  true  value,  how  can  I 
make  B.  liable  for  that  in  this  Court  ?  If  liable  at  all  it 
must  be  by  action  at  law ;  an  action  of  deceit  for  having  by 
fidse  representations  induced  you  to  sell. 

It  is  true  that  this  Court  will  deal  with  any  one  who  has 
been  privy  to  a  fraud  of  this  kind,  even  though  he  may 
not  have  got  any  part  of  the  fund,  and  will,  in  his  lifetime, 
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compel  discovery  from  him,  and  make  him  answerabk  for 
costs ;  but  I  do  not  know  of  any  case  where  executors  hare 
been  made  liable  in  this  way,  where  it  is  not  asserted  that 
any  du^ct  benefit  accrued  to  the  assets  in  their  hands. 

Assuming  it  to  be  clearly  the  case  that  such  a  con- 
cealed fraud  as  that  which  might  be  made  to  appear 
by  amendment  of  the  present  Bill  had  in  feet  taken 
place,  and  that  Joseph  Stainton  had  in  feet  received  a 
benefit  therefrom,  that  would  raise  a  case  against  him  and 
his  estate ;  but  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  such  is  the  fact : 
and  on  a  case  like  this  I  cannot  allow  JoaepKs  executor  to 
be  brought  here  to  answer  for  Henrj/s  defaults. 

If  any  amendment  consistent  with  what  seems  to  be  the 
truth  could  cure  these  defects,  I  would  give  leave  for  the 
purpose ;  but  it  appears  to  me  that  even  if  made  as  strong  as 
the  facts  will  bear,  the  Bill  would  still  be  open  to  fatal 
objections.  I  must  therefore  allow  the  demurrer  generally, 
and  decline  to  give  leave  to  amend. 

Demurrer  allowed  with  costs. 


BIRD  V.  LAKE  (No.  2). 

BIRD  V.  TURNER. 

1  HE  material  facts  of  this  case  will  be  found  ante^  p.  111. 

Since  the  date  of  the  order  there  reported  the  Defendant 


Jvly  2nd;  SrdL 

CoveiuwU 
agaOmt  Trade 
— Conatmetion, 

A  ooytnant 
not  to  be  en- 
gaged in  a  ape- 
eified  trade, 

matter  or  thing  Jam€9  Lake  had  entered  into  partnership  with   George 

whataoerer  in 

anywise  relating  thereto"  within  a  given  district,  does  not  prsvent  the  covenantor  from  lending 
monej  to  a  person  engaged  in  snch  trade  within  the  said  limits  npon  mortgage  of  his  trade 
premises,  although  he  may  know  that  the  mortgagor  has  no  means  of  paying  the  debt  except  oat 
of  the  profits  of  the  business. 

SemhU :  A  mortgage  expressly  charging  the  debt  npon  snch  profits  would  be  a  breach  of  the 
covenant 

Semble  dbo :  There  is  nothing  in  snch  a  covenant  to  prevent  the  covenantor  from  boying  any 
nnmber  of  honses  within  the  dstrict,  fitting  them  np,  and  selling  thekn  for  the  porpost  of  the 
trade  in  question,  provided  he  has  no  direct  interest  in  the  busincMes  carrried  on  in  thtti 
inch  sales  respectively. 
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Anguitus  Tamer  (who  was  brought  before  the  Court  by 
Supplemental  Bill);  and  by  the  partnership  deed  it  was 
provided  that  Turner  should  (in  effect)  pay  one-half  of  the 
purchase-money  to  George  Lake,  and  should  be  interested 
in  one  moiety  of  the  business ;  and  it  was  stipulated,  that 
80  long  as  anything  was  due  to  George  Lake  on  his  mort> 
gage,  the  partners  were  only  to  draw  £5  per  week  each 
from  the  profits  for  subsistence-money,  and  that  all  the  sur- 
plus profits,  after  proyiding  for  certain  specified  charges, 
should  be  applied  in  reduction  of  George  Lak^a  debt ;  and 
there  was  a  provision  that  James  Lake  and  Turner  (who  were 
both  sui  juris)  might  by  mutual  consent  vary  or  cancel  the 
deed. 

The  Plaintiffs  had  taken  considerable  pains  to  trace  the 
sums  alleged  to  have  been  paid  by  James  Lake  to  George 
Lake  as  part  of  the  purchase-money  of  the  business ;  and  they 
had  succeeded  in  casting  grave  doubts  on  the  accuracy  of 
the  story  told  by  these  Defendants  in  relation  to  this  trans- 
action, but  nothing  amounting  to  fraud  was  proved. 

It  appeared  that  the  ^^  Anchor"  had  on  the  13th  June 
been  opened  as  an  eating-house  by  Lake  and  Turner ^  and 
that  they  had  ever  since  been  carrying  on  a  very  successful 
business  there. 

George  and  James  Lake  and  Turner  were  cross-examined 
at  great  length  in  open  Court,  but  nothing  material  was 
elicited. 


1868. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Cleasby,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe, 
for  the  Plaintiffs,  now  moved  that  the  Defendants  George 
and  James  Lake  should  be  committed  for  breach  of  the 
injonction  granted  on  the  25th  May  (a) ;  and  for  an  in- 
junction to  restrain  all  the  Defendants  fi*om  carrying  on 
the  said  business  on  the  said  premises,  and  from  assigning 

(a)  Ante,  p.  122. 


ArgummL 


ArgwiunL 
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letting^  or  otherwise  disposing  of  the  premises,  or  any  share 

or  interest  therein,  whilst  fitted  up  as  an  eatiiig-hoose,  to 

any  other  person. 

Covenants  are  to  be  interpreted  not  according  to  the 
literal  acceptation  of  the  words,  but  the  manifest  intent  of 
the  parties :  2  Smithes  Leading  Cases  (a),  Griffith  y.  Good- 
hand  (6). 

Here  it  is  evident  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was 
that  George  Lake  should  not  be  concerned  in  setting  up  a 
rival  house. 

[The  Vicb-Chancbllob. — ^Might  not  he  lend  money  to 
a  rival  eating-house  keeper  on  his  bond,  even  though  he 
might  know  that  he  had  no  means  of  paying  except  out  of 
profits  f  ] 

Mr.  Cleasby. — That  may  be  so ;  but  here  he  is  the  soul 
of  the  whole  transaction :  the  others  are  merely  his  puppets. 

At  any  rate,  George  Lake  is  supporting  this  house  with 
his  capital,  and  that  is  ^^a  matter  relating  thereto"  in 
breach  of  his  covenant. 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Rudally  for  George 
Lake;  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hopwoody  for  James 
Lake;  and  Mr.  Rolty  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lindley,,i6r  Tamer; 
were  not  called  upon. 


Jwd^mmU.       ViCB-ChANCELLOB  SiB  W.  PaGB  WoOD  : — 

The  Plaintiff  stands  here  solely  on  his  legal  right  under 
the  covenant,  which  I  must  take  care  shall  not  be  in- 
fringed. 

(a)  6th  Ed.  p.  449.  (h)  Sir  T.  Raym.  464. 
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George  Lake  cHssolved  his  partnership  with  HM  in  1856,        l^^^- 
and  it  was  then  agreed  between  them  that  he  should  not 
use  any  means  to  injure  the  business  he  was  selling,  in  the 
following  terms: — [BGs  Honour  read  the  agreement,  see 
anUj  p.  112]. 

Then  when  the  parties  are  afterwards  carrying  this  agree-      judgmm, 
ment  into  effect  by  a  deed,  they  recite  the  agreement,  and 
introduce  into  the  deed,  as  founded  thereon,  the  covenant 
in  question.     [His  Honour  read  it,  see  ante^  p.  112]. 

Now,  giving  all  possible  weight  to  the  authorities  which 
state  that  you  must  gather  the  purport  of  the  covenant 
from  the  intent  of  the  whole  instrument,  I  do  not  think 
that  I  can  hold  this  covenant  to  have  been  infringed. 

Covenants  of  this  kind  are  sometimes  held  to  be  restricted 
by  the  recitals  in  the  deed,  but  I  never  knew  of  a  case  in 
which  such  a  covenant  was  enlarged  by  the  recital,  and  I 
do  not  think  that  this  particular  recital  could  in  any  case 
have  that  effect 

I  agree  that  the  covenant  and  recital  should  be  read 
together ;  but  I  think,  that,  giving  their  fiill  effect  to  the 
general  words  contained  in  this  covenant,  there  is  nothing 
to  prevent  George  Lake  fix)m  lending  his  money  to  any 
person  on  whose  bond  he  might  be  content  to  rely,  even 
though  he  might  know  that  such  borrower  was  about  to 
open  an  eating-house  within  the  prohibited  district,  and 
that  there  was  really  no  security  for  the  payment  of  his 
debt  except  the  profits  of  the  business. 

Mr.  Bagahawe  says  ^^  You  cannot  employ  your  capital  in 
any  way  in  the  business ;"  but  this  seems  to  me  far  too 
extensive  a  construction  of  the  covenant:  it  can  be  carried  to 
this  extent,  and  no  frirther — that  he  will  not  act  as  director, 
manager,  assistant,  &c.,  perhaps  not  even  as  waiter,  in  such 
an  establishment ;  but  it  is  impossible  to  contend  that  he 
may  not  advance  money  to  enable  others  to  do  so. 
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^63^  Mr.  Cleaaby  was  therefore^  I  think,  well  advised  in  grap- 

pling at  once  with  the  chief  dif&cnltji  and  arguing  the 
question  on  the  assumption  of  perfect  bona  fides. 

It  is  admitted  that  George  Lake  originally  intended  to  break 
his  covenant;  he  thought  he  could  honestly  do  so  paying  the 
Judgment,  penalty ;  then  he  was  advised  that  all  he  could  do  was  to  part 
with  the  business.  Now,  suppose  that  there  was  no  antecedent 
connection  between  vendor  and  purchaser,  and  that  he  had 
sold  this  business  to  a  stranger  on  the  terms  now  relied  on, 
namely  £8000,  of  which  £500  are  to  be  paid  down,  with 
an  undertaking  of  the  vendor  to  lay  out  £1500  in  fitting 
up  the  premises,  and  a  mortgage  of  such  premises  to  secure 
the  whole  of  the  purchase-money  and  interest,  payable  by 
instalments,  with  a  peremptory  power  of  sale  on  default,  but 
without  any  stipulation  that  any  payment  should  be  made 
out  of  profits  :  I  further  assume  that  he  knew  that  he  had 
only  the  profits  to  look  to  for  payment :  all  this  would  not 
be  a  breach  of  the  covenant — it  merely  amounts  to  an 
advance  of  money  to  an  eating-house  keeper.  As  I  read 
the  covenant,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  Lake  fix)m  buying 
any  number  of  eating-houses  and  selling  them  again,  if  the 
sales  be  bon&  fide. 

When  this  case  was  before  me  on  the  25th  of  May  I  was 
not  satisfied  that  this  gentleman  really  intended  to  leave  the 
business,  and  I  therefore  granted  the  injunction  in  terms 
which  were  directed  against  the  scheme  which  I  suspected. 

But  I  think  that  the  partnership  of  June  13  sets  that  ques- 
tion at  rest :  there  seems  to  have  been  k  bon&  fide  payment 
on  the  part  of  Turner ;  and  there  is  no  trace  of  George  Lak£z 
hand  in  the  arrangement  in  any  form  which  would  give  him 
a  lien  on  the  profits.  True,  the  partners  agree  inter  se  to 
appropriate  the  profits  to  the  redemption  of  their  borrowed 
capital,  which  is  a  very  reasonable  arrangement  as  between 
them ;  and  I  cannot  infer  anything  from  the  provision,  sin- 
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golar  as  it  is^  that  two  persons,  both  of  whom  are  sui  juris,        ^^- 

may  by  mutual  consent  alter  their  own  deed.    It  seems  to 

have  been  inserted  ex  abundanti  cautel&  by  the  conveyancer 

who  prepared  the  deed,  probably  to  enable  them  more  e£fec^ 

tually  to  exclude  George  Lake  if  the  existing  deed  were       Tubneb. 

held  to  give  him  an  interest  in  the  business.  juigmenL 

Of  course,  Turner  is  a  purchaser  with  notice ;  but  he  had 
notice  merely  that  George  Lake  cannot  open,  this  house  for 
his  own  benefit,  and  he  had  notice  also  that  the  house  had 
not  been  so  opened. 


No  order  on  the  motion.    Costs  to  be  costs  in  the  cause. 


KING  V.  BELLOED.  My  in  ^  sm. 

m  Ii^mU    TnuUe 

IHIS  was  a  Bill  by  a  purchaser  for  specific  performance     — tvuk/ot 
of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  a  piece  of  freehold  land.  DUcreUot^— 

CapcicUjf, 

The  land  was  devised  by  one  John  Roche  to  the  Defen-  Although  a 

dants,  James  Bellord,  his  son  James  BeUord  the  younger,  ooiUteni  may 

and  James  Abbottj  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust,  that  they  or  J®  inSntTii  ^^ 

other  the  trustee  or  trustees  of  that  his  will  should,  when  f«J"«  ^^  •" 

'  infant  and 

it  should  seem  to  them  or  him  expedient  or  necessary  so  to  others  apon  a 

do  for  the  purpose  of  the  will,  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same,  trust  for  s^ 

either  together  or  in  lots,  and  by  public  auction  or  private  rfj^^by  th«m'' 
contract,  and  generally  in  such  way  and  manner  as  they     Deyisees  on  a 

or  he   should  think  fit;    and  should  until  such  sale  as  J|jS"foJ!°iI2e 

aforesaid  manage  the  same  premises,  and  should  if  need  (one  of  whom 

be,  but  not  otherwise,  out  of  the  moneys  to  arise'  from  the  having  oon- 

sale  of  his  said  fi-eehold  hereditaments,  pay  his  debts,  and  ^e/tf  on  aBiU  ' 

funeral  and  testamentary  expenses ;  and  upon  further  trust  J|J'^®  ^Bp«lmc 

to  apply  the  proceeds  of  such  sale  fijr  the  benefit  of  testa-  performance 

.  .  .  that  the  con- 

toi^s  children  as  therein  mentioned ;   and  the  trustees  or  tract  was  void, 

trustee  of  the  will  were  empowered  to  give  effectual  re-  mined  acooid- 

ingly. 
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1863.  ceipts  and  discharges  for    any  sums  payable  to  them  or 

KiMo  him  by  virtue  of  the  will.    No  beneficial  interest  was  given 

Bbllord.  to  James  Bellord  the  younger. 


StatemenL 


The  land  in  question  was  put  up  for  auction  by  the 
trustees  (the  Defendants),  and  purchased  by  the  Plaintiff. 
On  investigating  the  title  it  appeared  that  James  Bellord 
the  younger  was  at  the  date  of  the  sale  a  minor  of  the  age 
of  seventeen,  and  the  Defendants  thereupon  stated  that  the 
sale  had  been  directed  in  forgetAilness  of  the  fact,  and 
offered  to  return  the  deposit,  and  pay  the  Plaintiff's  costs 
of  investigating  the  title.  This  was  not  accepted,  the 
Plaintiff  insisting  that  the  vendors  should  make  an  appli- 
cation under  the  Trustee  Act ;  and  ultimately  the  Plaintiff 
filed  this  Bill  for  specific  performance. 


Mr.  Pembertotij  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

The  Defendants  reiiise  to  complete  on  the  ground  of  the 
infancy  of  one  of  them.  The  infant  c^n  effectually  join  in 
selling  and  conveying  these  lands,  he  being  a  bare  trustee 
empowered  to  sell  and  having  no  beneficial  interest.  The 
principle  is,  that  a  testator,  or  any  one  else,  may  delegate 
powers  to  an  infant  waiving  the  incapacity,  Justin  the  same 
way  as  a  power  may  be  given  to  a  married  woman  not- 
withstanding coverture. 

The  authorities  as  to  the  exercise  of  powers  by  infants 
are  discussed  in  ^^  Sugden  on  Powers*'  (a)  ;  and  the  cases 
are  given.fiilly  in  the  Appendix  (6). 

The  result  is,  that  an  infant  may  clearly  exercise  a  col- 
lateral power ;  and  the  only  doubtful  point  is,  whether  he 
may  not  exercise  a  power  over  an  estate  in  which  he  is 
interested. 

(a)  8th  cd.  p.  177.  (fe)  Page  910. 
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[The  Vicb-Chancellor. — All  those  cases  are  on  powers.        1868. 
This  is  a  tmst.]  Kmo 

V, 

I  submit  that  that  strengthens  the  case,  because  the  ■llobd. 
saJe  must  be  made  in  order  to  carry  out  the  will,  whereas  Argument. 
a  power  might  be  purely  optional.  There  can  be  no  doubt 
that  a  testator  can  waive  the  incapacity  of  infancy  as  well 
as  that  of  coverture,  if  he  chooses  to  do  so.  If  the  words 
"  notwithstanding  infancy*'  had  been  added,  there  would 
have  been  no  question,  and  the  fact  of  naming  the  minor  a 
trustee  implies  the  same  thing.  If  this  were  not  so  all  the 
trusts  of  the  will  must  fail. 

Mr.  Qiffardj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ramadgey  for  the  Defen- 
dants:— 

The  answer  to  the  whole  argument  is,  that  this  is  a  trust 
and  not  a  power ;  and  it  is  a  discretionary  trust,  which 
cannot  be  exercised  by  an  infant.  The  theory  on  which 
all  the  authorities  cited  as  to  powers  proceed,  is,  that  the 
act  done  is  the  act  of  the  donor  of  the  power,  the  donee 
being  a  mere  instrument  or  conduit  pipe.  Therefore,  it  is 
said,  the  donor  of  the  power  may  use  any  hand  he  pleases, 
notwithstanding  incapacity.  It  is  an  act  done  in  substance 
in  the  name  of  the  person  who  created  the  power,  and  in 
law  it  is  his  act. 

[Mr.  Jamesy  Amicus  CuricB^  mentioned  a  recent  case  of 
Jones  V.  Jonesy  where  the  Vice-Chancellor  had  considered 
that  it  was  no  objection  to  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  a 
colliery,  that  the  purchaser  had  employed  an  infant  as  his 
agent.     The  point,  however,  had  not  called  for  a  decision.] 

Mr.  Giffard. — That  is  my  distinction.  An  agent  or  the 
donee  of  a  power  acts  in  the  name  of  the  principal  or  the 
donor ;  but  a  devisee  in  trust  acts  for  himself,  and  this  an 
infant  cannot  do.     The  PlaintiflF  admitted  the  real  difficulty 
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1868.  by  asking  for  the  appointment  of  a  new  trustee  to  convey. 
This  implies,  that  before  the  Trustee  Act  the  Court  could  not 
have  specifically  performed  the  contract,  if  it  were  one.  And 
the  Trustee  Act  has  not  enlarged  the  power  of  the  Court 
in  specific  performance,  because  all  it  does  is  to  enable  the 
Court  to  deal  with  the  legal  estate  in  cases  where,  without 
it,  it  would  have  bound  the  equitable  interest.  If  the  infant 
cannot  convey  he  cannot  sell,  and  the  contract  is  a  nullity. 
In  fact,  the  test  in  every  case  of  specific  performance  is, 
whether  there  is  a  contract  on  which  damages  could  be 
recovered  at  law.  Here  there  is  not,  for  the  Courts  of  law 
would  look  on  the  in&nt  merely  as  devisee  ^-ithout  regard 
to  the  trust,  and  of  course  a  mere  infant  devisee  cannot 
sell.     The  contract  therefore  is  altogether  void. 

Similar  questions  have  arisen  as  to  the  capacity  of  an 
infant  to  become  a  shareholder :  Stikeman  y,  Dawson  (a) ;  in 
which  the  old  case  of  Scroggan  v.  Stewardson  (b)  is  men- 
tioned, where  it  was  said  that  an  infant  could  not  consent  to 
have  her  own  hair  cut  off.  The  cases  mentioned  by  Lord 
St  Leonards  favour  the  distinction  between  trusts  and 
powers,  especially  Orangey*  living  (c)  and  HearU  v.  Oreen" 
bank  {d) ;  and  all  the  authorities  are  limited  to  powers  sim- 
ply collateral.  Further,  an  infant  cannot  exercise  any  kind 
of  discretion :  Lewin  on  TrueU  {e)  ;  and  this  trust  gives  a 
large  discretion  both  as  to  the  time  and  manner  of  sale. 

In  Porter^ a  TruaU  (f)^  it  was  considered  that  an  infant 
trustee  was  incapable  of  acting ;  and  the  purchaser  here  is 
clearly  not  entitled  to  a  vesting  order  under  the  Trustee 
Act :  Re  Carpenter's  Trust  (g), 

Mr.  Pembertonj  in  reply. — The  arguments  on  the  other 

(a)  1  De  G.  &  S.  90.  (e)  P.  29. 

(h)  8  Keb.  369.  (J)  2  Jur.,  N.  S.,  349. 

(c)  Bridg.  107.  ig)  Kay,  418. 

(rf)  3  Atk.  695,  712. 
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tide  hare  not  toncfaed  my  position.  The  testator  had  power 
to  waiye  the  incapacity  by  express  words ;  and  from  the 
will  it  most  be  assumed  that  he  knew  he  was  appointing  an 
infant,  and  therefore  the  waiver  must  be  implied. 

The  note  dted  by  Lord  St.Leonarda  from  Mr.  Preiton  (a) 
is  expressly  in  point. 


Vice-chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  point  raised  in  this  case,  though  not  covered  by  Judffmmu. 
express  decision,  seems  to  &11  within  the  general  rule  that 
an  in&nt  is  incapable  of  entering  into  a  binding  contract. 
The  actual  contest  arises  thus : — ^A  testator  having  chosen 
to  devise  estates,  upon  trusts  requiring  discretion  as  to  the 
expediency,  as  to  the  time,  and  as  to  the  maimer  of  a  sale, 
to  three  persons,  one  of  whom  is  an  infant,  the  question  is, 
whether  a  contract  for  sale  entered  into  by  those  three  trus- 
tees is  a  valid  contract,  which  this  Court  can  specifically 
perform.  There  are  numerous  au&orities  which  apj^oach 
this  question,  but  none  which  decide  it  All  of  them  are 
distii^mshed  from  this  case  by  the  well-known  diflGsrenoe 
between  power  and  property,  a  mai^Led  distinction  which 
has  been  invariably  upheld. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  upon  the  authorities  from  the 
earliest  times,  that  if  a  man,  by  his  will,  gives  an  infant  a 
simple  power  of  sale  without  an  interest,  the  infant  may 
exerdse  it.  AH  the  decisions  on  the  subject  are  referred  to 
by  Lord  St  Leonards  in  his  work  on  "  Powers,"  and  I 
need  not  discuss  them  minutely.  They  all  turn  on  the 
execution  of  powers ;  and  there  is  not  a  single  authority 
upon  the  question  whether  an  infant  can  sell  an  estate 
devised  to  him  upon  trust  for  sale.  There  is  an  opinion 
of  Mr.  PrestOfCs  mentioned  without  disapproval  by  Lord 

(a)  Sugd.  Pow.,  p.  911. 
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St,  Leonardsy  that  an  infant  can  exercise  a  power  even 
though  it  be  coupled  with  an  interest ;  but  that  is  yery  dif- 
ferent from  selling  an  estate  vested  in  the  in&nt  by  a  devise 
in  fee. 

It  is  to  be  observed,  that  all  the  cases  relied  on  with 
reference  to  powers,  have  gone  upon  the  principle  that  the 
infant,  in  executing  the  power,  is  a  mere  conduit-pipe,  as 
it  has  been  termed,  of  the  will  of  the  donor  of  the  power ; 
so  that  when  the  estate  is  created,  the  in&nt  (as  was  said 
in  the  case  in  Bridgman)  is  merely  the  instrument  by 
whose  hands  the  testator  or  donor  acts.  The  donor,  it  is 
said,  may  use  any  hand,  however  weak,  to  carry  out  his 
intentions.  This  principle  fails  altogether  to  reach  the  case 
of  a  devise  in  trust  to  an  infant. 

It  is  not  in  the  power  of  a  testator  to  confer  upon  an 
infant  a  capacity  in  himself  which  the  law  does  not  give 
him,  although  he  may  make  the  infant  his  hand,  his  agent, 
to  execute  his  purpose.  He  cannot  give  an  estate  to  an 
infant  and  say  that  he  may  sell  it,  when  the  law  says  that 
he  cannot  do  so.  It  is  unfortunate  that  the  testator  should 
have  selected  an  infant  as  a  trustee ;  but  the  inconvenience 
arising  from  this  circumstance  in  the  particular  case,  is  not 
to  be  compared  with  that  which  would  result  from  holding 
an  infant  to  have  a  capacity  to  sell,  which  the  law  denies 
him.  If  the  Defendants  still  adhere  to  the  offer  made  by 
them  before  the  litigation,  I  shall  dismiss  the  Bill  with 
costs. 

Mr.  GUffard  repeated  the  offer. 


Mmutes,  THE  Defendants  undertaking  to  return  the  deposit  and  pay  the 

Plaintiff  his  costs  of  investigating  the  title,  dismiss  the  Bill  with 
costs. 
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WEATHERLEY  v.  ROSS.  DecVtk. 

HE  Plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a  house  having  five      Jm,  wh. 
windows,  which,  by  his  original  Bill,  he  alleged  to  be     JEasment-^ 

_  rrii      TN   #•      1  1  <,,...  Injunction-^ 

aocient  lights.    The  Defendant  was  the  owner  of  adjoining  Lights,  partiy 
property,  on  which  he  had  begun  erecting  a  new  house  in    p^^l^^rtew^ 

place  of  one  which  he  had  recently  pulled  down.    It  was  ObttrueHon-- 
clearly  made  out  that  the  Defendant  s  building  would  inter-        Order. 

fere  with  and  obstruct  the  access  of  light  and  air  to  the  Plaintiff  filed  a 

Plaintiffs  windows,  to  a  greater  extent  than  the  old  house  obstructira  to " 

had  done.     The  main  purpose  of  the  suit  was  to  restrain  Ijf^cjJJftf^D^? 

this  interference.  fendant  denied 

that  tbejr  were 

A  minor  grievance  was  also  stated  in  the  Bill,  the  Defen-  on  a^ury  ^ 

dant  having,  in  his  new  building,  encroached  some  inches  trial,  some  were 

®  .  •  found  to  be  an- 

beyond  the  boundary  line  between  his  property  and  the  cient  and  the 

Plaintiffs.    This  was  not  denied ;  but  at  an  early  stage  of  or  altered  in 

the  suit  the  Defendant,  having  discovered  his  mistake,  ^^ty^^^"" 

offered  to  correct  it  and  had  proceeded  to  do  so  before  the  ^^  Plaintiff 

^  Bubmittmg  to 

hearing.  nn  order  to 

block  up  the 

In  his  first  affidavit,  on  a  motion  for  injunction,  the  De-  n«w  and  restore 

0     1  1.-1  1  1  1       -f-»i   •     •«•»        .    1  the  altered  win- 

fendant  did  not  deny  that  the  Plaintiffs  windows  were  dows  to  their 
ancient  lights,  but   alleged   that  he   did  not   intend  to  tfv^nw^'' 
cariy  his  building  so   high  as  to  interfere  with  them;  f^*2!ofthe°8uit* 
but    in    his   answer,   and    in    subsequent    evidence,    he  other  than  those 
Bet  up  the  further  case,  that  none  of  the  windows  were  were  ordered  to 
ancient  lights,  inasmuch  as  the  Plaintiff  had,  within  twenty  piajjlt^ff.^^  ^^^ 
years,  rebuilt  his  house,  enlarged  his  windows,  altered  their 
position,  and  added  new  lights.     The  Plaintiff,  however, 
insisted  that  he  had  not  altered  the  size  or  position  of  any 
of  the  windows.  Upon  this  contention  being  raised,  an  issue 
was  directed  to  try  the  £etct;  and  the  jury  found  that  none 
of  the  windows  had  been  enlarged,  that  two  of  them  were 
in  the  same  position  as  the  ancient  windows  which  they 
replaced  and  were  ancient  lights^  that  one  other  was  not 
VOL  !•  AA 
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1862.       ancient,  and  that  the  remaining  two  bad  been  shifted  in  posi- 
WbIthxbley  tion  on  the  rebuilding. 

^^  The  caae  now  came  on  for  Hearing, 

Statement, 


Argument.        Mr.  RoU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eddia,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

The  finding  of  the  jury  that  two  of  the  lights  are  ancient 
is  sufficient  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  a  perpetual  injunction. 
It  is  settled  law,  that  interference  with  privacy  gives  no 
right  of  action ;  and  though  it  may  be  true  that  five  win« 
dow8|  overlooking  the  Defendant's  premises,  may  be  a 
greater  interference  with  his  privacy  than  the  two  ancient 
windows,  this  is  a  consideration  which  the  law  of  Eng- 
land  does  not  regard,  the  sole  basis  of  our  law  on  the  sub- 
ject being  the  right  to  light  and  air,  as  distinguished  firom 
the  privilege  of  privacy.  Putting  interference  with  privacy 
out  of  the  question,  there  is  nothing  in  the  fact  of  the 
Plaintiff  having,  opened  additional  windows  to  deprive  him 
of  the  right  to  be  protected  against  an  invasion  of  his 
ancient  lights.  The  Defendant^  no  doubt,  may  build  so  as 
to  obstruct  the  new  windows,  provided  he  does  not  interfere 
with  the  old  ones ;  but  as  to  these  we  are  entitled  to  an 
injunction. 

It  is  true  that  a  different  view  prevailed  in  Rensliaw  v. 
Bean(a),  where  it  was  said,  that  if  it  is  impossible  to  obstruct 
the  access  of  light  and  air  to  new  windows,  without  also 
obstructing  ancient  windows  belonging  to  the  same  owner,  it 
is  competent  to  a  neighbouring  owner  to  shut  out  light  and 
air  from  the  ancient  windows  to  such  an  extent  as  may  be 
necessary  to  obstruct  the  new  lights.  This  was  followed  in 
Jones  V.  Tapling(fi) ;  but  on  the  appeal  of  the  latter  case  (c), 
the  Exchequer  Chamber  did  not  altogether  acquiesce  in  the 
doctrine.  Two  of  the  Judges,  BramweU,  B.,  and  Black- 
burn, J.,  went  so  far  as  to  say  that  the  doctrine  laid 

(a)  18  Q.  B.  1 12.    (6)  1 1  C.  B.  N.  S.  283.    (c)  31  L,  J.,  C.  P.,  842. 
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down  in  lienahaw  v.  Bean  (though  the  decision  might        1862. 
be  supported  on  other  grounds)  was  not  law ;  and  those   wbItoiomy 
two  learned  judges  held  that  •  the  opening  of  new  win-  •• 

dows  gave  no  right  to   a  neighbour  to  do  anything  by  

which  ancient  lights  might  be  obstructei  Others  of  the  ^'^"**"  • 
judges  gave  more  qualified  judgments;  but  they  all  agreed^ 
that  if  there  was  any  right  to  obstruct  ancient  lights  at  all, 
it  could  only  be  to  the  extent  absolutely  essential  for  the 
obstruction  of  new  windows.  At  any  rate,  the  Plaintiff  has 
done  nothing  to  abandon  those  ancient  lights  the  position 
of  which  was  altered,  and  by  restoring  them  to  their  old 
position  and  closing  the  new  window  may  entitle  himself 
to  an  injunction :  Cooper  v.  Hvhbuch  (a),  Wilson  v.  Towns- 
end  (b),  Chandler  v.  Thompson  (c),  LvUrets  case  (d), 
Binekes  v.  Posh  (e)  Moore  v.  Rav)son(J). 

[The  Yice-Chakoellob  intimated  that  he  should  follow 
Benshav)  v.  Bean.] 

Mr.  Oiffard,  Q.C./and  Mr.  Nalder,  for  the  Defendant  :— 

The  only  question  of  fact  that  remains,  is,  whether  it  is 
possible  for  us  to  block  up  the  new  windows  without 
obstructing  the  ancient  lights  also.  We  say  it  is  clear, 
from  the  plans  and  the  evidence,  that  you  cannot  shut 
out  light  and  air  from  any  of  the  windows  without  ob- 
structing all,  to  the  full  extent  proposed  by  our  plans. 
That  being  so,  we  are  entitled  to  obstruct  all  the  windows, 
as  that  course  is  the  only  way  of  protecting  ourselves  against 
the  [acquisition  of  new  easements  by  the  Plaintiff  in  respect 
of  the  new  windows.  The  result  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  can 
have  no  relief  as  to  any  of  the  windowa 

There  is  another  grievance  set  up,  viz.,  the  encroachment 
on  the  Plaintiff's  landj  which  was  accidental  on  the  Defen« 

(fl)  80  B€av.  160.  (^0  4  Rep.  86  a. 

(5)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  330.  (e)  10  W.  R.  424 ;  11  0.  B.  324 

(t)  3  Ctoip.  80.  (/)  3  B.  &  a  332. 
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1862.        dant's  part^  and  was  long  since  corrected  by  him.  « There 
Weathebut  ctu^  he  no  relief,  therefore^  as  to  this ;  and  the  Bill  must, 
jj^        consequently,  be  dismissed/ "with  costs. 

Argument.  [The  ViCE  Chancellob. — That  might  be  the  strict  right ; 
but  in  Cooper  v.  Hubbuck  it  was  considered  that  a  Plaintiff 
so  situated  might  abandon  the  new  windows;  and  that,  on 
blocking  them  up,  he  would  be  entitled  to  an  injunction  to 
protect  the  others.] 

Mr.  Oiffai^.-^ThBi  would  be  so,  but  it  is  a  right  which 
cannot  be  asserted  in  this  suit.  At  this  moment,  the  Plain- 
tiff has  no  right  whatever  to  an  injunction,  and  no  title 
to  relief.  Whether,  at  a  future  time^  he  will  do  anything 
to  acquire  such  a  right  by  blocking  up  the  new  windows, 
it  is  impossible  to  say.  When  he  has  done  so,  he  can 
file  a  new  Bill;  but  in  the  meantime,  this,  which  has 
failed  altogether,  must  be  dismissed  with  costs.  It  is  true, 
that,  as  a  matter  of  indulgence,  the  Plaintiff  may  be 
allowed,  on  blocking  up  the  new  windows,  to  daim  protec- 
tion for  the  rest  in  this  suit ;  and  we  do  not  object  to  this : 
but  the  indulgence  can  only  be  granted  on  the  terms  of 
his  paying  the  costs.  Up  to  this  time  the  Plaintiff  is 
wholly  wrong,  and  will  not  become  right  until  he  restores 
the  windows  to  their  original  position. 

[The  Vice  CHANCELLOB.~It  is  not  disputed,  Mr.  Eddie, 
that  your  client  has  a  right  to  block  up  the  new  and 
altered  windows,  or  restore  them  to  their  old  condition,  and 
then  to  have  an  injunction.  The  only  remaining  point  is 
as  to  the  costs.] 

Mr.  Eddia  in  reply. — ^There  should  be  no  oosts.  We 
claimed  too  much.  They  conceded  too  little.  The  jury 
found  partly  for  one  side  and  partly  for  the  other.  We  are 
willing  to  restore  the  altered  windows  to  their  original 
position,  andon  doing  this  we  shall  obtain  our  injunction.  It 
would  be  monstrous  to  force  us  to  file  a  fresh  Bill  for  the  pur- 
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poee,  or  to  make  us  bear  tbe  costs  of  a  litigation,  in  which         1862. 
(as  to  part)  we  shall  ultimately  obtain  the  relief  we  ask.         Wkathxklxt 

V. 

Rofis. 

Vice  Chakcellob  Sik  W.  Page  Wood  : —  ^^'"^ ' 

1863. 

This  case  has  been  extremely  well  argued  by  Mr.  Eddie  Jan.  isth. 
with  reference  to  the  position  in  which  the  Plaintiff  is  Judgment. 
placed  by  the  finding  of  the  jury.  This  is  very  different 
from  that  which  the  Plaintiff  assumed  by  his  Bill.  Then 
he  claimed  five  ancient  windows  in  one  wall.  He  who  comes 
into  Court  as  a  Plaintiff  must  rely  upon  the  right  which 
he  claims  and  must  establish  it  according  to  his  allegations ; 
and  especially  in  a  case  founded  on  a  claim  to  ancient 
windows,  where  it  turns  out  that  the  Plaintiffs  assertion  is 
wrong,  it  cannot  be  thought  reasonable  that  the  Defendant 
should  bo  prejudiced  by  not  having  specially  disputed  the 
claim  at  the  earliest  stage  of  the  cause. 

Sobsequently^  the  Defendant  set  up  this  case— ^that  the 
Plaintiff  had  pulled  down  and  rebuilt  his  house  within  the 
period  of  twenty  years,  and  in  so  doing  had  altered  the  win^* 
dows.  The  Plaintiff  admits  the  re-building,  but  alleges  tliat 
he  placed  all  the  new  windows  in  the  same  positions  which 
they  formerly  occupied,  and  did  not  increase  their  dimen* 
sions.  Upon  this,  issue  was  joined,  and  a  jury  summoned. 
At  the  trial,  the  Defendant  maintained  that  there  was  a  sub- 
stantial shifting  of  all  the  old  lights,  and  further,  that  if  that 
were  not  so,  some  of  the  windows  were  not  ancient  lights. 
What  the  jury  found  was,  that  none  of  the  windows  were  en- 
larged ;  that  two  of  them  remain  in  their  original  position, 
and  are  ancient  lights  ;  but  that  two  windows^  the  scullery 
window  and  another^  have  been  shifted,  and  that  the  remain- 
ing window  is  new.  This  finding  brings  the  matter  within 
the  rule  established  by  Menahaw  v.  Bean, 

Assuming  that  case  to  have  been  rightly  decided,  the 
question,  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  obstruct  the 
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1868.  new  lights  by  erecting  a  wall  which  will  also  obstruct 
Wbathebuet  t^©  ancient  lights,  depends  on  the  question  of  fact>  whe- 
ther or  not  it  is  impossible  to  obstruct  the  new  without 
also  obstructing  the  ancient  lights.  Upon  the  evidence, 
I  am  satisfied  that  it  would  be  impossible  for  the  De- 
fendant in  any  way  to  erect  a  wall  which  would  shut 
out  light  and  air  from  the  new  windows  as  completely  as 
any  building  on  the  Defendant's  ground  could  do  it,  without 
at  the  same  time  obstructing  the  others.  That  being  so,  the 
principle  oiRemhaw  v.  5ean  applies,  and  I  have  no  hesita- 
tion in  acting  upon  it.  It  would  be  a  very  strong  decision 
on  my  part  to  overrule  that  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  supported  as  it  is  by  a  majority  of  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  composed  of  the  Lord  Chief 
Baron  Pdlock,  Justices  Wightman  and  Cromptan,  and 
Baron  Martin,  although  it  is  true  that  Justice  Black- 
burn and  Baron  Bramwell  dissented  from  it  Inde- 
pendently of  the  weight  of  authority,  my  own  opinion 
is  entirely  with  that  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  for 
these  reasons:  If  the  Defendant  allows  the  new  win- 
dows to  remain  unobstructed  until  the  expiration  of 
twenty  years,  the  Plaintiff  will  acquire  an  absolute  right  to 
deprive  him,  the  Defendant,  of  his  inherent  privilege  of 
dealing  as  he  pleases  with  his  own  property.  It  would  be 
a  serious  interference  with  the  rights  of  property,  to  give 
to  the  Plaintiff  a  valuable  easement,  which  must  necessarily 
prevent  the  Defendant  from  using  his  land  [in  the  way  in 
which  he  would  otherwise  be  entitled  to  use  it.  I  do  not 
deny  the  force  of  Mr.  Eddia*  argument  to  a  certain  extent : 
He  says  correctly,  that  the  right  to  open  windows  cannot  be 
disputed  on  the  ground  of  its  interference  with  the  privacy 
of  a  neighbour ;  and  then  draws  the  inference  (asthe  dissen- 
tient judges  did  in  Jones  v.  Tapling),  that,  to  prevent  an 
adjoining  proprietor  from  building  by  establishing  a  prescrip- 
tive right  to  several  windows  is  no  greater  interference  than 
if  he  were  equally  prevented  by  the  opening  of  one. 
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Judgment, 


But  though  the  law  does  not  recognise  the  interference  .  1863. 
with  privacy  as  a  ground  of  relief,  it  does  allow  to  the  Wsathe&lsy 
adjoining  proprietor  the  right  of  building  on  his  own  land  -BioBE, 
80  as  to  prevent  a  presumptive  title  to  light  and  air  being 
acquired  against  him,  a  title  which  would  deprive  him  of  a 
valuable  portion  of  his  right  of  property — that  of  building 
on  his  own  land  as  he  pleases.  With  the  greatest  respect 
for  those  learned  judges  who  took  the  view  on  which  Mr. 
Eddis  has  relied,  I  confess  it  appears  to  me  contrary  to 
reason  and  common  justice  to  say,  that  if  I  allow  a  neigh, 
hour  to  open  and  establish  a  right  to  one  window,  I  am  by 
that  single  concession  precluded  from  interfering  with  an 
unlimited  series  of  new  windows  which  he  may  afterwards 
think  fit  to  open^  because  I  find  it  impossible  to  obstruct 
the  new  lights  without  in  some  measure  interfering  with 
the  right  to  one  light  which  I  in  the  first  instance  allowed 
him  to  acquire. 

So  to  hold  would  be  in  effect  to  entitle  any  person,  under 
the  pretence  of  wanting  permission  for  one  window  only, 
to  obtain  the  privilege  of  restricting  to  any  extent  his 
neighbour's  right  of  obstructing  any  new  windows  which 
he  may  choose  to  open.  If  you  make  no  opposition  to  a 
proposal  to  open  one  light,  you  are  therefore,  according  to 
this  argument,  to  be  bound  to  consent  to  the  opening  of 
any  number  whatever,  and  this  even  though  the  privilege 
should  have  been  acquired  by  the  fraudulent  device  of 
opening  one  small  and  unobjectionable  window  with  the 
secret  purpose  of  thereby  establishing  a  right  to  add  an 
indefinite  number  at  a  future  time. 

I  cannot  conceive  anything  more  unjust  than  the  opefa« 
tion  of  such  a  rule  of  law  would  be,  whether  you  regard  the 
interference  with  privacy  or  not  And  on  this  point  it  is 
always  to  be  remembered,  that,  although  it  may  be  true 
that  no  redress  is  given  for  a  disturbance  of  privacy,  the 
law  does  leave  it  in  the  power  of  the  person  injured  to 
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1863.        secure  his  privacy,  if  he  pleases,  by  the  circuitous  process 
WxATHBBUET  of  buildiug  a  wall  to  obstruct  the  obnoxious  %yindow. 

V, 

^^'  The  answer  to  the  contention,  that  the  first  concession  of 

Judgment,  a  single  window  precludes  any  subsequent  interference, 
becomes  more  conclusive  when  the  consequences  are  fol- 
lowed out.  A  consent  might  be  obtained  to  the  opening 
of  a  single  window.  After  that^  if  the  proprietor  who  had 
conceded  the  right  desired  to  build,  and  to  buy  out  the 
easement  which  had  been  acquired  against  him,  he  would 
be  met  with  the  demand  that  he  must  buy  up  not  merely 
the  right  to  a  single  window,  but  to  an  indefinite  number 
of  windows  looking  in  the-  same  direction.  Such  a  conten- 
tion as  that  could  not  be  tolerated.  An  attempt  to  engraft 
in  this  way  upon  the  concession  of  a  single  light  the  right  to 
open  any  number  of  other  lights,  would  be  a  fraud,  which, 
I  apprehend,  no  Court  of  law  could  support.  A  somewhat 
analogous  case  would  be  this :— suppose  a  person  to  obtain 
from  his  neighbour  a  right  of  way  to  his  house  and  premi- 
ses, and  after  having  acquired  that  easement  to  open  a  back 
door,  and  to  let  all  the  public  in,  and  convert  the  private 
road  into  a  public  thoroughfare.  If  that  were  attempted, 
the  grantor  of  the  right  of  way  would  have  an  unquestion- 
able right  to  interfere ;  and  in  principle  the  present  case  is 
exactly  analogous.  I  think,  therefore,  there  is  the  strongest 
ground,  independent  of  authority,  for  adhering  to  the  rule 
settled  in  Eenshatv  v.  Bean  ;  and  having  come  to  the  con- 
clusion of  fact  that  the  new  windows  cannot  be  obstructed 
without  obstructing  the  old  ones,  I  hold  that  the  Defendant 
is  entitled  to  build  according  to  his  proposed  plan. 

That  being  so,  this  difficulty  arises  upon  the  frame  of  the 
Bill.  The  Bill  alleges  a  right  at  law  to  all  the  windows. 
When  the  facts  were  sifted  before  a  jury,  it  appeared  that 
by  reason  of  some  of  the  lights  not  being  ancient,  the 
Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any  relief  whatever  at  law. 
It  would  seem,  therefore,  to  follow,  that  the  Bill  ought  to 
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be  dismissed  with  costs.  Bat  tlien^  at  the  bar  it  was  said,  1868. 
on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  after  his  claim  ad  to  some  Wbathbblbt 
of  the  windows  has  been  disproved,  that  he  is  will-  j^^ 
ing  to  tmdertake  to  restore  them  to  their  old  position,  jJIIment 
upon  doing  which  he  would  be  entitled  to  restrain  the 
Defendant's  building  operations ;  and  it  was  not  disputed, 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that  the  Plaintiff  would  have 
the  right  to  do  this.  But  it  was  insisted  that  the  right 
could  not  be  conceded  in  the  present  suit,  except  as  an 
indulgence,  and  upon  condition  that  the  Plaintiff  should 
pay  the  costs,  he  having  £Ei.iled  altogether  in  establishing 
the  case  for  relief,  upon  which  alone  his  Bill  was  founded. 
In  answer  to  this  it  is  replied,  that  each  party  has  succeeded 
to  some  extent  on  the  facts;  and  that  if  the  Plaintiff 
claimed  too  muim,  the  Defendant  did  not  concede  what  the 
Plaintiff  was  really  entiled  to.  The  Plaintiff,  however,  ought 
to  have  known  his  own  case.  If  he  had  stated  the  facts 
correctly  in  the  Bill,  it  is  very  possible  that  the  Defendant 
might  have  submitted  to  the  limited  claim.  It  is  true,  that 
the  Defendant  disputed  the  antiquity  of  the  windows 
which  have  been  proved  to  be  ancient,  as  well  as  that  of 
the  rest :  but  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  Plaintiff's 
right  would  have  been  resisted  if  it  had  been  put  forward 
independently  of  the  unfounded  claim,  and  if  the  Defendant 
had  had  an  opportunity  of  coming  to  terms  by  submitting 
to  all  that  the  Plaintiff  could  properly  demand.  Consider- 
ing, therefore,  that  the  strict  right  of  the  Defendant  would 
be,  to  have  the  Bill  dismissed  with  costs,  but  for  the  Plain- 
tiff's offer  to  restore  the  lights  to  their  old  position,  I 
cannot,  by  reason  of  the  offer  which  he  now  makes,  relieve 
him  from  paying  the  costs  of  the  suit.  The  issues 
were  found  partly  for  the  Plaintiff  and  partly  for  the 
Defendant^  and  there  will  therefore  be  no  costs  of  the  trial 
of  those  issues. 

There  was  another  contest  (evidently  not  the  main  dis- 
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1863.        pute)  as  to  a  alight  encroachment  on  the  Plaintiff's  land, 
WsATHSRLBT  vhlch  tho  Defendant  in  his  answer  admits,  and  offers  to 
Rom.        rectify,  and  it  would  seem  has  subsequently  rectified.    It 
is  scarcely  necessary  to  deal  vrith  that  in  the  order. 


Judgment 


Minutei.  DscLABE  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled,  as  against  the  Defendant, 

- —  to  prevent  any  obstruction  to  the  free  access  of  air  and  light  to  the 

two  ancient  windows  [specifyii^  them],  but  that  he  is  not  entitled 
as  against  the  Defendant  to  prevent  the  Defendant  Irom  obstructing  by 
any  buildings  on  his  own  property  the  access  of  light  and  air  to  1  he 
other  windows  in  the  Bill  mentioned,  found  to  be  new  or  to  have  jcen 
altered  in  position.  And  it  appearing  to  the  Court  that  theDefendant 
cannot  erect  any  building  for  obstructing  the  access  of  light  and  air  to 
the  last-mentioned  windows  without  at  the  same  time  obstructing  the  ac- 
cess of  light  and  air  to  the  ancient  windows,  and  the  Court  being  there- 
fore of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  any  relief  in  respect 
of  any  threatened  obstruction  by  the  Defendant  to  the  access  of  light 
and  air  to  such  last-mentioned  windows,  except  upon  his  submitting 
to  such  order  as  hereinafter  contained ;  and  the  Plaintiff,  rather  than 
have  his  Bill  dismissed,  submitting'  to  such  order  accordingly— This 
Court  doth  order,  that  the  Plaintiff  do,  within  two  calendar  months 
from  the  date  of  this  order,  block  up  or  close  permanenUy,  against 
any  access  of  light  or  air  from  Defendants  premises,  the  several 
windows  as  to  which  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  obstruct  the  access 
of  light  and  air,  but  with  liberty  for  the  Plaintiff,  as  to  the  altered 
windows,  to  restore  them  to  their  origmal  situation  under  the  direc- 
tion of  the  Judge.  Plaintiff  to  pay  the  Defendant  the  costs  of  this 
suit,  except  so  far  as  they  have  been  increased  by  any  question  as  to 
the  encroachment,  and  not  including  the'costs  of  the  issue.  And  it  is 
ordered  that  the  Defendant  be  restrained  from  erecting  any  building 
whereby  the  access  of  light  and  air  to  the  windows  ibund  to  be 
ancient,  or  the  altered  windows  when  restored,  may  be  impeded  fur* 
ther  or  otherwise  than  such  access  of  light  and  air  was  impeded  by 
the  said  buildings  pulled  down  by  the  Defendant.  No  costs  as  to 
encroachment  or  of  the  trial  of  the  issues  on  either  side.  One  moiety 
of  the  costs  of  the  special  jury  to  be  paid  by  each  side.  Liberty 
to  apply. 
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SPAIGHT  V.  COWNE.  Marektnd. 

3rd;  4  I8tA. 

EDWARDS  V.  SPAIGHT.  AMwe- 

T  Solicitor  and 

HE  original  Bill  in  this  case  was  a  simple  bill  for  fore-  ^H^^^^aT 

closure  by  the  trustees  of  the  settlement  made  upon  the  and  Surety. 

marriage  of  Mrs.  Younghusband  (formerly  Mrs.  Neale)  ^\^^  fo^*' 

against  the  persons  representing  the  mortgagors.  wm^Uwrr' 

his  client  in  the 

The  mortgage  deed,  which  was  dated  22nd  September,  hands  of  a  bo- 

1853,  purported  to  be  a  mortgage  by  Samuel  Covme  and  poses  of  invcst- 

G€(y»'ffe  Henry  Caivne  to  Mrs.  Neale  of  certain  heredita-  b/Shn*?n^thi 

menls,  whereof  Samuel  Cotvne  was  tenant  for  life  in  re-  »«ouritj  of  a 

mainder  expectant  upon  the  decease  and  failure  of  issue  of  which  he  has 

one  Ndihorpe,  and  George  Henry  Covme  was  tenant  in  aaprindpai^e 

tail  in  remainder  expectant  upon  the  determination  of  the  j|^®notk»^f'aU 

life  estate  of  Samuel  Cowne.  •  the  circum- 

stances which 
m,  .  .  ..  .  -  J  come  within  his 

The  mortgage  m  question  was  m  common  form,  and  pur-  (the  solicitor's) 
ported  to  secure  the  repayment  of  cf^lOOO  and  interest,  and  ^^"<>''^«^p- 

,  ,  Where  in  such 

it  contained  a  covenant  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagors  to  acasethemort- 

efiect  a  policy  of  insurance  on  the  life  of  the  8ur^'ivor  of  ffteJwitfds^et. 

Geoi^e  Henry  Coivne  and  Nelthorpe  for  the  sum  of  £1060,  *^®^  "P?? , 

.  and  to  assign  this  policy  to  Mrs.  Ifeale  by  way  of  collateral  suhstantiaily 

trnsts  for  the 
security.  benefit  of  tho 

original  mort- 

Samuel  Cofvne had  since  become  insolvent,  and  neither  SwhayVno"*" 

he  nor  his  provisional  assignee  made  any  defence  to  this  higher  rights 

Bill.   George  Henry  Cowne  had,  in  the  first  place,  mortgaged  cestai  que  trust 

his  interest  to  the  Reversionary  Interest  Society,  and  after-  eettlemcnt. 

wards  sold  his  equity  of  redemption  to  one  MoHi/moi^e,  Where  a  mort- 

The  Plaintiffs  in  the  cross  suit  represented  Mortimore'a  toicmadTin 

inl^^gl^^  consideration  of 

a  sum  down, 
and  which  is 

The  cross  Bill  was  filed  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside  bj  the  deed 

made  im- 
mediately payable,  whereas  the  contract  was  for  an  annoity,  and  the  consideration  was  not 
to  be  payable  till  after  the  death  of  a  person  named,  such  mortgage  is  fraudulent  and  void 
as  against  a  mortgagor  who  joined  thereinuui  surety  only. 
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Statement, 


the  mortgage,  so  far  as  it  affected  George  Henry  Cowne 
and  those  claiming  under  him. 

The  material  facts  were  as  follows : — la  the  course  of 
the  month  of  April,  1853,  Mrs.  Neale  intrusted  one  Rymer, 
then  her  solicitor,  with  a  sum  of  <f  2600  for  purposes  of 
investment 

It  was  at  first  proposed  that  this  sum  should  be  invested 
on  a  mortgage,  the  particulars  whereof  had  been  communi' 
cated  by  Rymer  to  Mrs.  Neale;  but  the  negotiation  for 
that  mortgage  had  gone  off. 

Pending  such  negotiation,  Samud  Coione  applied  to 
Rymer  to  procure  for  him  an  annuity  of  £100  a-year,  pay- 
able during  NeLthorpe^a  life,  and  he  represented  that 
Nelthorpe  was  then  a  bachelor,  aged  seventy-one,  and  that 
his  life  was  not  wortH  more  than  five  years  purchasa  As 
security  for  the  payment  of  the  consideration  for  this  an- 
nuity he  offered  the  reversionary  interest  of  himself  and 
his  son  in  the  premises  in  question. 

The  estimate  of  an  actuary  was  taken,  and  he  fixed  the 
value  of  such  an  annuity  at  £780.  Rymer  then  informed 
Covnie  that  he  could  not  obtain  what  he  wanted  at  such  a 
price,  but  that  he  would  himself  sell  the  required  annuity 
at  the  price  of  £1000,  payable  with  interest  within  six 
months  after  NeUlwrpe'a  death,  and  secured  on  the  pro- 
perty aforesaid. 

The  proposed  terms  were  agreed  to  by  the  Corvaes,  and 
thereupon  Rymer  wrote  to  Mrs.  Neale,  telling  her  that  the 
proposed  mortgage  had  proved  too  complicated  for  her  pur- 
poses, and  that  he  had  lent  £1000  (part  of  her  ^^2500)  to 
one  Mr.  Jepson,  £1000  (further  part  thereof)  to  Cotvne, 
and  for  the  remaining  j^SOO  he  recommended  another 
investment. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY, 


361 


Rymer  then  had  two  deeds  prepared,  which  were  duly 
executed,  and  by  which  this  transaction  was  carried  out. 
These  deeds  were  both  dated  the  22nd  September,  1853; 
and  one  of  them  was  the  mortgage  deed  in  question.  The 
other  was  a  deed  whereby  Rymer  covenanted  to  pay  £100 
per  annam  to  Samud  Co?vne  during  Ndthorpe'e  life. 

The  evidence  as  to  what  passed  at  the  time  when  these 
deeds  were  executed  was  conflicting. 

Oeorge  Henry  Comne  said: — "When  I  came  into  the 
room,  Rymer  said  to  me,  'I  suppose  you  know  what  this  is 
about?'  I  said,  '  Yes ;  you  are  going  to  allow  my  father 
£1 00  a-year  till  Nelthorpe  dies.'  He  said,  '  Yes, — sign  this ' 
and  handed  me  a  deed.  ^  I  signed  it.  I  believed  it  was  merely 
a  bond  for  the  future  payment  of  the  price  of  the  annuity ;  I 
never  believed  that  I  was  mortgaging  my  reversionary  interest. 
The  deed  was  never  read  over  or  properly  explained  to  me." 

Rymer,  on  the  contrary,  said  that  he  had  truly  explained 
the  effect  of  both  deeds  to  the  Cotvnes,  and  that  they  had 
knowingly  signed  a  receipt  for  JBUfOOO,  and  that  he  had 
expressly  agreed  himself  to  pay  the  interest  during  Nel" 
tharpe'a  life. 

In  cross-examination,  he  said,  that  ho  had  acted  for  both 
mortgagor  and  mortgagee;  there  were  to  be  no  costs 
charged;  no  money  passed  at  the  time;  the«£*1000  was 
borrowed  from  Mrs.  Kecde,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  for  the 
annuity;  he  immediately  afterwards  dealt  with  the  money 
as  his  own;  he  could  not  say  whether  he  had  or  not  £1000 
then  to  his  credit  at  his  bankers ;  he  thought  not  just  then. 

Rymer  continued  to  pay  the  annuity  down  to  September, 
1856,  at  which  time  he  left  this  country  and  went  to  Aus- 
iralia.  Some  few  payments  had  been  made  on  account 
since  that  time,  but  nothing  whatever  bad  been  paid  since 
April,  1858 ;  and  it  appeared  that  the  annuity  deed  was 
void  under  the>  statute  (a)  for  want  of  inrolment.    George 

{a)  63  Goo.  3,  C.  14}, 


1863. 


SiatemHt, 
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Argument, 


Henry  Cavme  had  joined  in  the  transaction  as  surety 
merely,  and  no  consideration  whatever  had  at  any  time 
passed  to  him.  £y  an  indenture  dated  in  November,  ]853, 
(being  the  settlement  made  upon  the  marriage  of  Mrs. 
Neale  with  Mr.  Tounghusband,)  the  mortgage  dobt  and 
mortgaged  premises  were  (amongst  other  things)  conveyed 
to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  suit,  upon  certain  trusts  for  the 
exclusive  benefit  of  Mra  Neale  and  her  representatives. 


Mr,  NuffBfit,  (with  him  Mr.  BoU,  Q.C.)  for  the  Plaintiffs 
in  the  first  suit :— - 

This  is  an  ordinary  foreclosure  suit,  and  so  far  as  the 
Defendants,  the  assignees  of  Scm/ud  Coivne,  are  concerned, 
the  decree  is  of  course ;  they  have  not  filed  a  cross  Bill, 
and  cannot  impeach  the  security. 

The  Defendants  who  represent  George  Henry  Cov^ne's 
interest,  or  some  of  them,  have  filed  a  cross  Bill  to  vnpeach 
the  security,  so  far  as  it  affects  0.  H.  Coitne^a  reversion. 
Your  Honour  will  judge  of  their  case  when  you  hear  it 

Mr.  Oiffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  B.  Tumei',  for  the  Plain- 
tiff in  the  cross  suit : — 

The  transaction  to  which  George  Henry  Cowne  con- 
sented to  become  a  party,  was  a  purchase  (as  one  transac- 
tion) of  an  annuity  of  £100  per  annum  at  the  price  of 
^1000  ;  and  the  deeds  whereby  that  arrangement  was  to  be 
carried  out  were  a  mere  matter  of  detail,  and  were  entirely 
intrusted  to  Bymer.  The  Plaintiffs  will  rely  on  Kennedy  v. 
Green  (a);  but  Rymer  had  Mrs.iVeoZe'a  money  in  his  hands 
for  general  investment^  not  on  any  particular  trust ;  and 
therefore  he  was  her  agent  in  this  transaction,  and  she  had 
sufficient  constructive  notice  thereof,  so  that  the  doctrine  of 
Kennedy  v.  Green  (a)  does  not  apply.  Mrs.  Kennedy  was 
not  there  adopting  anything  that  Boetoek  had  done ;  but 
here  Mrs.  Tovmghusbomd  cannot  claim  anything  except 
(a)  3  M.  &  K.  699, 
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through  Rymer,  and  she  cannot  adopt  his  act  in  part,  and 
repudiato  it  in  part.  Besides,  this  was  properly  a  post 
obit  transaction,  whereas  the  deed  makes  the  money  payable 
instantly. 

[The  Vice.Chancelix)B.— On  the  face  of  the  mortgage 
deed,  all  that  takes  place  is  a  mere  charge  on  the  reversion ; 
that  is  not  a  de<aling  with  post  obita] 

Mr.  Tv/mer. — Till  NeUhorpe'a  death,  there  was  not  to 
be  any  right  of  foreclosure. 

The  Plaintiff's  remedy  is  merely  by  action-at-law  against 

If  there  had  been  two  solicitors  employed,  this  transaction 
could  never  have  been  carried  into  effect. 

[They  also  referred  to  Jackson  v,  Rowe  (a),  Vorley  v. 
CoOie  (6),  Watt  v.  CockereU  (c).J 

Sir  Huffh  Cairns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr,  Beavan,  for  the  Rever- 
sionary Interest  Society;  as  well  as  Mr.  Osborne,  Q.C.,  and 
Mr.  Law,  for  the  provisional  assignee  of  Samuel  Covme 
— ^took  no  part  in  the  argument. 

Mr.  Nugent  for  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  original  suit  and 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Younghushar^,  relied  on  the  ^dicta  of 
Lord  Cottenha/nn  in  RaiUon  v.  Maihews  (d).  Ryiner 
always  paid  interest  on  this  «£*1 000  as  coming  from  Cowne : 
this  is  therefore  a  case  of  fraud  by  a  solicitor,  who  was  as 
much  their  solicitor  as  ours,  of  which  we  had  no  notice. 

At  any  rate  the  trustees,  who  are  purchasers  of  this 
mortgage  for  valuable  consideration,  must  be  entitled  to  the 
full  benefit  of  it 


1863. 


(a)  2  S.  &  S.  472. 
ih)  1  Giff.  230, 


10  J^^f^"^  <L.  2.2.^  . 

(c)  lUW.'fti«2. 

Id)  10  CI  &  Fin.  934 :  seep.  941. 
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Mn  Turner  in  reply.— ilymer  is  not  to  be  believed  on 
bis  oath ;  and  setting  aside  his  evidence^  there  is  no  shadow 
of  ground  for  the  defence. 

[TheViCE-CHANCELLOK  Te{enedioEyr6y.Bumie8ter{a).] 

Mr.  Turner, — In  that  case  no  question  of  notice  arose ; 
no  title  had  been  obtained. 


Jitdgment.       ViCB-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGK  WOOD  :— 

The  first  of  these  Bills  is  a  simple  suit  by  the  trustees  of 
the  marriage  settlement  of  Mrs.  Younghuaband,  to  enforce 
a  mortgage,  ivhereby  the  repayment  to  her  (under  the  for- 
mer name  of  Mrs.  Neale)  of  a  sum  of  ^1000  and  interest 
is  secured  upon  the  reversionary  interest  of  Satnud  Oowne 
and  George  Henry  Cowne  in  certain  hereditaments.  The 
mortgage  is  in  common  form^  with  a  covenant  to  insure  the 
life  of  the  mortgagor  against  that  of  the  prior  tenant  for 
life ;  and  on  this  Bill  there  is  shown  a  simple  straightforward 
case  for  foreclosure  or  redemption  in  the  usual  way.  The 
Flaintifis  in  the  cross  suit  are  derivative  assignees  oi  George 
Henry  Comne,  through  a  person  named  Morti/more,  who 
has  become  bankrupt.  Their  case  is,  that,  although  the 
deed  purports  to  be  a  simple  mortgage  to  Mr&  Neale,  it 
was  not  made  as  a  mortgage,  nor  was  it  ever  intended  to 
be  a  mortgage ;  and  they  rely  on  Samud  Oowne' e  state- 
ment in  support  of  that  view.  That  statement  is  to  this 
effect : — ^I  wished  to  purchase  an  annuity  to  last  during  the 
life  of  the  prior  tenant  for  life.  I  applied  to  Rymer  for  the 
purpose,  and  told  him  that  I  thought  my  son  would  join 
me  in  securing  the  payment  of  the  consideration  money  by 
way  of  mortgage,  the  money  to  be  paid  at  the  death  of 
the  tenant  for  life.  Rymer  sent  me  to  an  actuary  to  in- 
quire  the  vsJue^^f'lhe  annuity ;  I  brought  him  back  an 

(a)  10  H.  L.  Cas.  90. 
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estimate  for  £780;  and  he  then  said  he  would  not  do  it  at 
that  price,  but  that  he  would  do  it  for  ^f  lOOQ;  and  I  there- 
upon agreed  to  mortgage  my  reversionaiy  interest  for  ^1000, 
to  be  paid  at  the  death  of  Nelthorpe,  in  consideration  of 
an  annuity  of  dPlOO  a  year  to  be  paid  to  me  during  Net- 
ihaiyt^s  life ;  and  my  son  agreed  to  join  in  the  transaction 
simply  as  a  surety.  It  was  not  till  after  the  whole  matter 
had  been  concluded,  that  I  found  out  for  the  first  time  that 
the  deeds  shewed  a  perfectly  different  transaction,  and  that 
I  had  executed  a  mortgage  payable  at  once^  with  a  cove* 
nant  to  assure  against  Nelthorpe'a  life,  and  a  covenant  to 
pay  dPlOOO  and  interest  to  a  Mrs.  Neale,  of  whom  I  knew 
nothing :  the  carrying  out  of  the  security  was  entrusted  to 
Rymer,  and  he  neglected  to  get  the  deed  enrolled. 

The  Plaintiff  in  the  first  suit  reply,  that  Mrs.  Neale 
knew  nothing  of  all  this  story;  she  entrusted  her  money  to 
Rymer  for  investment,  and  had  no  notice  of  any  dealings 
other  than  the  mortgage.  On  that  point  I  am  clear  that  I 
must  treat  Rymer* %  knowledge  as  her  knowledge ;  if  she 
chose  to  put  her  money  unreservedly  in  his  hands,  she 
most  of  course  be  bound  by  his  acts  as  her  agent 

Then  they  say,  we  are  purchasers  for  value  as  trustees  of 
this  settlement^  and  we  certainly  had  no  notice  of  any  kind, 
actual  or  constructive*  That  is,  however,  displaced  by  the 
fiict  that  the  settlement  is  entirely  for  Mrs.  Yowaghua- 
bond's  benefit^  and  therefore  her  trustees  cannot  stand  any 
higher  than  she  does  herself. 

Even  before  I  heard  the  reply,  it  appeared  to  me  that 
Mra  Tounghuahand  must  stand  in  the  same  position  as 
Rymer.  It  is  not  as  if  Rymer  had  made  a  fraudulent 
statement  to  her  of  a  mortgage  either  non-existent  or  not 
in  accordance  with  his  representation,  and  then,  on  the 
strength  of  that  representation,  had  persuaded  Mrs.  Young- 
husband,  le  adwnce  her  money ;  in  such  a  case  as  that  it 

VOL.  I.  B  B 
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might  be  argued  that  the  particular  circumstances  nega- 
tived the  presumption  arising  from  the  agency :  but  in  this 
case  he  was  not  her  agent  for  the  purpose  of  investing  a  sum 
of  money  on  any  particular  mortgage  which  was  carried  out, 
but  he  had  a  large  sum  of  her  money  in  his  hands,  under 
the  circumstances  which  appear  from  the  letter  in  which  he 
tells  her  that  the  projected  mortgage  had  gone  off.  Then, 
having  the  money  under  such  circumstances,  he  lays  out  a 
part  of  it  as  described  : — I  gather  from  the  evidence  that 
he  had  really  spent  this  money  himself,  and  hsui  not  on 
this  occasion  power  to  draw  £1000^  so  that  this  has  more 
or  less  the  aspect  of  an  attempt  at  replacing^  as  best  he 
could,  money  of  which  he  had  already  spent  all  or  the 
greater  part.  In  this  state  of  things  it  seems  clear  that 
he  was  her  agent  in  this  transaction,  and  that  she  is 
affected  by  anything  which  affected  her  agent.  This  case 
is  very  like  that  of  Wall  v.  CockereU  (a),  in  the  House  of 
Lords;  and  I  think  that  the  observations  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor,  in  moving  the  judgment  of  the  House, 
are  entirely  applicable  to  the  present  case.  He  says : — 
"The  appellant  swears  that  he  knew  nothing  of  the 
mortgage  deeds,  and  that  he  must  have  executed  them  on 
the  representation  of  Messrs.  Hall  that  they  were  instru- 
ments of  a  different  nature."'  And  again,  "  On  the  question 
of  payment  the  case  is  exceedingly  plain  and  simple.  No 
payment  of  *  the  cf  5000  can  be  pretended  to  have  been 
actually  made  by  the  respondents,  except  the  payment  of 
the  ^16000  on  the  4th  of  February,  which  was  a  deposit 
by  them  in  the  hands  of  their  own  agents,  Messrs.  Hall,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  invested  on  proper  securities.  The 
.f  5000  was  misapplied  by  their  own  agents,  who  were 
entrusted  with  it  long  before  the  appellant's  securities  were 
executed ;  and  it  is  not  pretended  that  one  shilling  of  the 
.£5000  was  subsequently  paid  or  applied  by  the  Messrs. 


(a)  11  W.Il.  44B.  \oJ^'^f^-  2J^^' 
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HaU  onto  or  for  the  use  of  the  appellant  If  the  respon- 
dents  were  in  a  condition  to  prove  that  they  had  ever  paid 
any  sum  of  money  to  the  Messrs.  Hall  for  the  use  of  the 
appellant,  or  (as  abready  observed)  that  the  Messrs.  Hall 
had  applied  any  part  of  the  respondents'  money  for  the 
benefit  of  the  appellant,  the  respondents  would  be  so  far 
entitled  to  retain  the  benefit  of  the  mortgage.  But  these 
are  the  particulars  in  which  their  case  is  wanting.  When 
the  mortgage  deeds  were  handed  over  to  the  respondents, 
they  paid  nothing  on  the  fiedth  and  credit  of  the  appellant's 
leceiptB,  but  took  the  deeds,  trusting  to  the  representations 
of  the  Messrs.  Hall,  to  whom  they  had  confided  their 
moneiy,  and  by  whom  that  money  had  been  spent  before 
these  mortgages  were  thought  of.  And  they  now  want  to 
convert  this  payment  to  the  Messrs.  HaU  as  their  own 
agents  into  a  payment  to  them  as  the  agents  of  the  appel- 
lant" 

So  here,  if  it  could  be  shewn  that  <f  1000,  or  any  part  of 
it^  had  been  paid  to  Gowne,  the  matter  might  be  different; 
but  you  cannot  rely  on  the  mere  admission  in  the  deed,  that 
he  had  the  nioney;  nor  on  the  jreceipt  which  is  indorsed  on 
it  in  common  form,  when  we  have  this  direct  evidence  as 
to  the  real  transaction.  The  Covmes  both  say,  we  thought 
we  were  dealing  to  secure  JRymer  the  sum  of  ^1000,  pay- 
able at  the  death  of  Nelthorpe,  and  we  trusted  him  entirely 
as  to  the  details  of  the  manner  in  which  this  intention  was  to 
be  carried  out.  He  gave  us  a  deed^  in  which  he  agreed  to 
pay  me,  Samuel  Cowne,  an  annuity  of  ^100,  according 
to  the  agreement ;  but  the  second  deed,  the  one  which  he 
took  firom  us,  was  not  what  we  considered  it  was  to  be. 

Rymer'a  evidence  only  comes  to  this : — It  was  agreed  that 

I  should  raise  «f  1000  to  pay  for  the  annuity ;  and  they 

agreed  to  secure  the  repayment  by  mortgage,  with  a  counter 

agreement  that  it  was  not  to  be  paid  for  five  years,  which 

was  calculated  as  the  probable  duration  of  the  life  of  the 
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first  tenant  for  life,  and  I  agreed  to  pay  the  interest  in  the 
meantime.  He  says  nothing  about  the  insurance,  and  he 
does  not  say  expressly  that  he  told  the  Cotones  that  Mrs. 
Neale  was  going  to  advance  the  money ;  but  he  does  say, 
that  he  explained  the  deed  to  them,  and  that  they  understood 
that  it  was  a  mortgaga  Probably  they  did ;  but  not  such  a 
mortgage  as  they  had  agreed  on,  not  a  deed  in  which  they 
were  made  to  covenant  to  pay  the  principal  at  once,  and 
not  a  deed  in  favour  of  a  third  party  who  was  an  entire 
stranger  to  them.  If  Rymer  were  the  mortgagee  and  the 
consideration  failed,  the  mortgage  would  also  &il;  and  there- 
fore the  mortgagees  are  or  might  be  placed  in  a  very 
different  position  by  having  Mrs.  Nedle  instead  of  Rymer 
for  their  mortgagee.  On  these  grounds  I  am  of  opinion 
that  this  transaction  cannot  stand,  as  against  George  Henry 
Covme.  Sa/raud  Cavme  has  not  filed  any  cross  bill,  and  the 
relief  as  to  him  is  therefore  matter  of  course? 

If  I  could  have  assisted  Mr&  Younghuaband  to  the 
extent  to  which  it  appears  that  the  annuity  was  actually  paid, 
I  would  have  done  so ;  but  I  feel  that  I  cannot  do  this.  I 
do  not  go  the  length  of  saying  that  it  would  be  impossible  to 
find  a  case  in  which  the  Court  would  interfere  to  set  right, 
as  against  a  surety,  a  transaction  not  accurately  carried  out : 
such  cases  might  readily  be  imagined,  as  for  instance,4f  there 
had  been  an  agreement  to  be  surety  to  the  extent  of 
<£^1000  and  the  deed  was  for  £2000  ;  but  that  is  not  the 
sort  of  inaccuracy  with  which  I  have  to  deal  here.  This  is  a 
much  stronger  case  than  Evcma  v.  Bremridge  (a),  in  which 
I  was  obliged  to  set  aside  the  security  in  toto,.  on  the 
ground  that,  had  the  Plaintiff  known  that  he  was  to  be  the 
only  surety,  he  might  have  declined  to  execute  the  deed ; 
BO  here,  had  George  Henry  Cowne  known  the  whole  trans- 
action, with  all  the  facts,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to 
say,  "This  is  not  what  I  contemplated,  I  will  not  enter 
into  this.* 


(a)  2  K.  &  J.  174 ;  ^.  C,  8  D.  M.  G.  100. 
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The  Reversionary  Interest  Society  must  have  the  costs  of 
the  original  suit,  which^  as  against  them,  has  \vholly  failed; 
but  I  cannot  give  them  any  costs  of  the  cross  suit,  in  which 
they  are  in  the  same  interest  as  the  Flainti&.  Those 
Plainti&  have  been  very  careless,  and  Cowne  has  had  up- 
wards of  ^200  of  Mrs.  YoungAusband'a  money  ;  I  do  not 
think  that  they  are  entitled  to  any  costs. 


1863. 


Onb  decree  in  both  suite.  Dismiss  the  Bill  of  Spaight  r.  Cowne  as 
agminst  Mortimore's  assignees  and  all  the  Defendants  who  claim  under 
George  Henry  Cowne^  with  coste.  Declare  the  mortgage  security 
Toid  as  against  George  Henry  Coume  and  those  claiming  under  him. 
Direct  the  Plaintiffs  in  that  suit  to  convey  the  legal  estate  in  George 
Henry  Coume's  reversion  to  the  Defendants  the  Directors  of  the 
Reversionary  Interest  Society ;  such  Defendante  to  have  their  coste  hi 
that  suit  against  the  Plaintiffs,  hut  not  their  costs  in  Edwards  v. 
Spaighty  which  they  must  add  to  their  security.  No  other  order  as 
to  costs.  Then  take  the  usual  decree  for  account  and  foreclosure  as 
against  Samuel  Cowne  and  his  judgment  creditors. 


JvdgmenL 
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EARL  OF  SUFFOLK  v.  LEWia 


±  HIS  was  a  demurrer. 
Bill  were  as  follows  : — 


March  4th. 

Defence  Act, 

1860(23  jr  24 

Vict,c,  112)— 

ITie  material  statements  of  the  ^^XZ^'^^ 

for  Compenta- 
tum^  Interest 


On  the  3l8t  of  December.  1860.  a  notice  to  treat  under  2;oru7dcr 
the  Defence  Act,  1860,  was  served  on  Lord  Sherbonw,  on  ^'^  Dl'iSrrc. 
behalf  of  the  Secretary  of  State  for  War,  in  respect  of  quiring  certain 

_      ,   ^,      ,  .  i  r       vc^    lands  to  be  kept 

certain  lands  of  which  Lord  Sherborne  was  tenant  lor  lite,  f„e  from 
and  which  were  required  to  be  taken  absolutely  under  the  ^™';j^i™'^ 

was  catered 
into,  fixing  the 
amount  ot  the 

On  the  21st  June,  1861,  a  second  notice  to  treat  was  componsation. 

After  a  con- 
siderable intcrral,  the  agreed  sum.  wiUi  £30  for  expenses,  as  F<>^i^«^^^y„*,*l*^„-^^'',^"' 
without  interest,  was  paid  into  the  Baak:-HeW,  on  demurrer,  that  the  owner  could  not  claim 
Interest,  and  that  the  payment  was  i ufficient 


said  Act. 
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served  on  Lord  Sherboime  in  respect  of  other  lands,  of 
which  he  was  tenant  for  life,  and  which  were  required  to 
be  kept  free  from  buildings  under  the  said  Act 

On  the  6th  of  August^  1861,  an  agreement  was  entered 
into  between  Lord  Sherborne  and  the  Secretary  of  State  for 
War,  by  which  the  compensation  for  both  parcels  was  fixed 
at  £10,100. 

After  the  date  of  this  agreement,  the  title  was  investi- 
gated ;  and  on  the  7th  of  May,  1862^  the  Secretary  of  State 
for  War  paid  into  the  Bank  the  sum  of  £3500,  as  compensa- 
tion for  the  lands  subject  to  the  restraint  on  buildiDg, 
together  with  the  further  sum  of  £S0,  required  by  the 
21st  section  of  the  Act  as  an  equivalent  for  expenses. 

Lord  SJierborne  died  on  the  19th  of  October,  1862,  and 
the  Plaintiffs  (his  executors),  claimed  interest  on  the  said 
sum  of  £8500,  ^rom  the  date  of  the  agreement  of  the  6th 
of  August,  1861,  to  the  date  of  the  payment  into  the 
Bank.  No  buildiug  operations  had  taken  place  on  the  land 
subsequent  to  the  agreement^  and  the  Secretary  of  State 
had  not  entered  on  the  land  after  the  notice  in  restraint  of 
building.  The  claim  for  interest  was  rejected,  and  this  Bill 
was  filed  against  Sir  0.  C,  Lewie,  the  Secretary  of  State 
for  War,  to  enforce  it. 

The  Defendant  demurred  for  want  of  equity. 

Sect  20  of  the  Defence  Act,  1860  (a),  directs,  that  any 
compensation  payable  in  respect  of  lands  or  any  interest 
therein,  taken  from  tenants  for  life  and  others  having  power 
to  agree  only  under  this  Act  and  the  Defence  Act,  1842^ 
shall  be  paid  in  the  manner  directed  by  secta  25 — 30  of 
the  Defence  Act,  1842,  as  amended.  [These  sections  pro- 
vide for  payment  into  the  Bank  of  England.] 


(a).  28  &  24  Vict.c.  112. 
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Sect.  21  directs^  that  where  any  compensation  is  required 
to  be  paid  into  the  Bank,  a  sum  of  £30  shall  be  added  as 
an  equivalent  for  the  expenses  consequent  on  such  payment  > 
and  upon  such  compensation  with  such  additional  sum 
(which  shall  be  deemed  part  of  such  compensation,)  being 
so  paid,  the  Secretary  of  State  for  War  shall  be  discharged 
from  all  liability  in  respect  thereof. 

Sect  24  enacts,  that  the  costs  of  the  agreement  and  of 
the  verification  of  title  shall  be  paid  by  the  Secretary  of 
State. 

Sects.  26 — 28  provide  for  the  apportionment  of  rents  in  the 
case  of  lands  taken. 

Sect.  30  enacts,-that  from  and  after  payment  of  the  com- 
pensation for  lands  required  to  be  taken,  they  shall  be 
vested  in  the  said  Secretary  of  State  on  behalf  of  Her 
Majesty^  discharged  of  all  estates,  rights,  and  interests 
whatsoever. 

Sect  31.  gives  the  Secretary  of  State  power  to  enter  on 
all  lands  required  to  be  taken^  after  the  expiration  of  four- 
teen days  from  the  notice. 

Sect.  32  directs,  that  in  case  possession  be  taken  of  any  lands 
before  payment  of  the  compensation  for  the  same,  interest 
shaU  be  payable  on  the  amount  of  such  compensation,  at 
the  rate  of  £5  per  cent  per  annum,  from  the  time  of  taking 
possession. 

Sect.  34  enacts,  that  from  and  after  the  service  of  the  notice 
as  to  lands  reqidred  tobe  kept  free  from  buildings,  no  building 
shall  be  erected  thereon;  and  empowers  the  Secretary  of 
State,  at  the  expiration  of  fourteen  days  after  the  notice,  to 
enter,  grub  up  trees,  and  level  and  clear  the  same. 
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Sir  RovmdeUPcdmer,  S.  Q.,  ai^d  Mr.  Wic/ieiis,  for  the  De-     Argument. 
murrer : — 
The  scheme  of  the  Act  is  this :  As  to  the  lands  taken  ab- 
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solutely,  they  are  to  vest  on  payment ;  and  if  possession  is 
taken  before  payment,  interest  is  to  be  paid  from  the  time 
of  entry  (the  rents  from  the  same  time  going  to  the  Secre- 
tary of  .State,  under  the  26th  section). 

With  respect  to  the  easement  lands  (as  those  required  to 
be  kept  free  from  buildings  may  be  termed),  there  is  no 
provision  for  payment  of  interest ;  and  though  there  is  a 
limit  of  three  years  for  the  exercise  of  certain  of  the  powers 
conferred,  this  has  no  application  to  the  restraint  of  new 
buildings,  or  to  the  pa3mient  of.  compensation;  but  we 
admit  that  if  unreasonable  delay  takes  place,  the  land- 
owner would  be  entitled  to  redress, — ^but  that  would  be  in 
the  shape  of  damages,  and  not  of  interest. 

The  case  of  Regent's  Ccmal  Company  v.  Ware  (a)  is  not 
material^  as  it  only  decides  that  interest  is  payable  under  a 
Lands  Clauses  contract  from  possession ;  but  in  the  present 
case  there  has  been  no  possession. 

[They  also  cited  Puge  Y.Newman{b),  Foster  v.  We8ton(c).] 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Kay,  for  the  Bill : — 

The  case  comes  within  the  principle  of  Regenlfs  Ca/nal 
Company  v.  Ware.  The  Government  buy  an  easement,  which 
takes  full  effect  fourteen  days  after  the  notice,  and  pre- 
vents all  building  on  the  land.  Therefore,  from  that  time, 
or  at  any  rate  from  the  date  of  the  agreement  giving  the 
compensation,  interest  must  be  payable,  possession  of  the 
easement  being  in  fact  enjoyed  during  the  whole  period. 
It  is  true  that  the  interest  clause  in  the  Defence  Act  applies 
only  to  land  taken ;  but  the  purpose  of  that  clause  was 
merely  to  give  £6  per  cent.,  instead  of  £4  ;  and  the  case  of 
easement  lands  is  governed  by  the  ordinary  rule  of  the 


(a)  23  Beav.  575,  587.  (b)  9  B.  &  C.  378. 

(c)  6  Bing.  709. 
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Court,  allowing  £-1;  per  cent  from  tbe  time  of  taking  po6- 
seanon. 

If  the  contention  for  the  Defendant  is  right,  the  Secre- 
taiy  of  State  may  give  notice^  agree  on  compensation^ 
and  enjoy  the  full  benefit  of  the  easement  of  keeping  the 
land  free  from  buildings  for  ever,  without  paying  anything 
at  alL  That  cannot  be  the  true  construction  of  the  Act. 
It  is  said  that  the  remedy  in  such  a  case  would  be  damages 
and  not  interest;  but  what  is  interest  except  damages  for 
delay  in  the  payment  of  money  ?  The  rule  of  the  Court 
18 :  that^  after  a  vendor  is  ready  to  complete,  he  is  ^ititled 
to  interest  at  £4^  per  cent  for  any  subsequent  delay  in  pay- 
ment ;  and  this  rule  is  not  altered  by  the  Defence  Aet. 

[They  cited  Attomey^Oeneral  v.  Dean  of  Christ- 
church  {a),  Duke  of  Norfolk  v.  Termcmt  (6).] 
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Vice-Chakcellob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

The  argument  in  support  of  the  Bill  is  put  in  this  shape  : 
that^  by  a  notice  under  the  Act  of  Parliament,  an  immediate 
right  is  vested  in  the  Secretary  for  War  to  have  the  land, 
tbe  subject  of  the  notice,  kept  free  from  buildings  and  other 
obstructions  ;  in  addition  to  which  a  further  power  is  given 
to  enter  for  the  purpose  of  pulling  down  buildings,  and 
clearing  and  levelling  the  land.  The  whole  argument  turns 
upon  the  assumption,  that  the  Secretary  of  State  must  be 
taken,  from  the  moment  when  these  rights  vest  in  him,  to  be 
in  the  position  of  a  purchaser  who  has  entered  into  posses- 
mon. 

But  having  regard  to  the  whole  of  the  Act,  I  think  it 

(a)  13  Sim.  214.  {h)  9  Hare,  74J. 
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would  be  a  confusion  of  terms  to  treat  this  as  equivalent  to 
taking  immediate  possession.  The  Act  relates  to  two  sub- 
jects— the  one  is  compensation,  in  lieu  of  the  damages  which 
woidd  be  recoverable  but  for  the  Act  by  which  the  Secretary  of 
State  is  authorised  to  commit  certain  injury  on  paying  com- 
pensation in  the  manner  which  the  statute  provides.  The 
othersubject  is  compensation  for  property  taken.  The  posses- 
sion of  property  and  the  committal  of  injury  are  essentially 
different  things.  The  fact  that  the  statute  authorises  certain 
trespasses,  does  not  alter  the  nature  of  the  act  done— it  is 
still  a  trespaas,  though  an  authorised  trespass.  All  that  the 
Act  does  is^  to  ascertain  the  amount  of  the  injury,  and  direct 
compensation  for  it.  These  considerations  displace  the  ar- 
gument which  is  based  on  the  analogy  of  taking  possession 
of  purchased  property.  The  difficulty  was  obviously  felt  by 
the  Plaintiff's  counsel  when  they  attempted  to  fix  the  time 
of  the  supposed  possession  from  which  interest  was  to  run. 
The  claim  should,  on  this  principle,  have  been  from  the  time 
of  the  notice,  or  fourteen  days  afterwards,  when  the  restric- 
tions on  building  and  the  right  of  entry  take  effect  under  the 
Act.  But  it  has  not  been  attempted  to  carry  back  the  in- 
terest beyond  the  date  of  the  contract ;  and  the  explanation 
offered  is,  that  the  intervening  injury  must  be  taken  to  be 
covered  by  the  amount  of  compensation  agreed  upon.  That 
only  makes  the  real  distinction  between  the  acquisition  of 
property  and  the  privilege  of  committing  injury  more 
plain. 

I  agree  with  the  argument,  that  the  32nd  section  of  tlie 
Act  does  not  exclude  the  right  to  interest  in  respect  of  the 
injured  as  distinguished  from  the  taken  lands;  and  that  it 
may  have  been  intended  only  to  confer,  in  the  cases  to  which 
it  applies,  a  right  to  a  higher  rate  of  interest  than  the  Court 
is  in  the  habit  of  allowing.  Still  the  clause  does  suggest 
the  observation,  that,  when  the  Legislature  was  carefully  pro- 
viding for  the  rate  of  interest  to  be  paid  in  one  class  of 
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(»se8,it  might  have  been  expected  that  some  provision  should 
.  have  been  made  for  interest  in  respect  of  damaged  lands,  if 
such  interest  was  meant  to  be  payable.  The  Act  is  silent 
where  there  was  a  very  good  reason  that  it  should  give  ex- 
plicit directions  if  interest  was  to  be  payable  in  such  cases ; 
and  this  silence  tends  further  to  illustrate  the  distinction 
between  the  two  classes  of  cases. 

Strong  hypothetical  cases  may  no  doubt  be  put.  There 
might  be  building  land  on  which  houses  were  about  to  be 
erected,  with  the  probability  of  bringing  in  large  profits  to 
the  owner.  The  building  might  be  stopped  by  a  notice 
under  the  Act ;  a  long  time  might  elapse  before  payment, 
in  consequence  of  difficulties  in  the  titlci  or  from  other 
causes  ;  and  the  owner  might  su^r  substantial  injuiy  by 
the  delay  in  the  payment  of  the  compensation.-  Another  pos- 
sible case  may  equally  have  occurred  to  the  Legislature,  that 
the  land  might  be  tolerably  certain  to  remain  in  its  actual 
condition^  whether  the  restraint  on  building  were  imposed 
or  not  In  point  of  fact,  the  Legislature  advisedly,  as  it  seems 
to  me,  says  nothing  at  all  about  the  payment  of  interest 
in  the  case  of  compensation  for  trespass  or  for  the  restraint 
on  the  use  of  the  land  for  building  purposes,  although  it 
vests  the  right  completely  within  fourteen  days  after  the 
notice.  It  provides  for  interest  on  the  purchase  money  of 
land^  of  which  possession  may  be  taken  before  payment ; 
and  makes  no  provision  at  all  for  the  case  where  what  has 
been  called  in  argiunent  possession  is  taken,  before  pay- 
ment, of  those  easements  of  trespass  and  restraint  of  user, 
which  are  the  occasion  of  the  present  contest. 

The  true  answer  to  the  argument  for  the  Bill  is,  that 
the  payment  in  this  case  is  not  the  price  of  possession,  but 
damages  for  injury.  It  was  thrown  out  in  argument,  that 
the  Secretary  for  War  might  derive  the  full  benefit  of  his 
notice,  and  delay  the  payment  as  long  as  he  pleased  ;  and 
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certainly  that  would  be  possible,  but  it  would  not  be 
without  remedy.  It  is  quite  clear,  that,  when  all  the  pre- 
liminary steps  have  been  taken,  and  the  proper  time  for 
payment  has  arrived,  the  owner  has  nothing  to  do  but  to 
make  a  demand  for  the  immediate  payment  of  the  ascer- 
tained amount,  and  this  would  entitle  him  to  his  remedy 
for  any  delay  in  payment.  This  observation  displaces  the 
supposed  hardship  upon  the  owner.  I  see  no  pretence  for 
reading  the  agreement  in  this  case  as  implying  a  contract 
to  pay  interest.    The  demurrer  must  therefore  be  allowed. 


HODGSON  V.  EARL  OF  BECTIVE. 


rriLIAM  THOMPSON,  by  his  wiU  dated  the  3rd  of 


€Lnd  permmai 

Estate  during 

Suspense  of 

Limitations, 

DeriM  of  K, 


May  6M,  7th, 
A-  29th, 

wm—Tnterim  March,  1863,  devised  to  trustees  all  his  estates  in  Kirkby 

Income  of  real  ^ 

Lonadotle,  and  Mansergh,  to  the  use  of  his  wife  for  life,  re- 
mainder to  the  trustees  in  trust  for  his  daughter  the  Coun- 
tess of  Bective  for  life,  for  her  separate  use  ;  with  a  proviso 
and'iurrestates  determining  her  interest,  and  the  estate  of  the  trustees 
w^der  to  clttring  her  life,  in  the  event  of  her  husband  the  Earl  of 
for^^forYife'*  Bectwc  becoming  the  Marquis  of  Headfort,  or  of  the 
with  limita-      mansion  being  let,  or  of  non-residence  to  the  extent  spe- 

tions  over  for 

B.'s  yoanger  sons  and  their  male  iasae,  remainder  to  B,*s  eldest  son  K.  for  life,  remainder  to 
his  SODS  in  tail  male,  with  remainders  over.  Directions  for  maintenance  and  accnmnlation  of 
rents  during  the  minority  of  any  tenant  for  life  or  in  tail  by  purchase. 

Gift  of  the  residue  of  the  real  estates  and  all  chattels  real  to  the  same  trustees  upon  the 
'  limitations  of  the  K,  and  Jf.  estates  subsequent  to  the  life  interests  of  A.  and  B. 

Bequest  of  the  residuary  personal  estate  to  the  same  trustees,  upon  trust,  until  conrersioD.  to 
invest  and  apply  the  income  on  the  trusts  after  declared  of  the  rents  of  the  real  estate  to  be 
purchased,  and  upon  trust,  at  the  discretion  of  the  trustees,  to  inrebt  two-thirds  of  the  personal 
residue  in  the  purchase  of  land,  to  be  settled  on  the  trusts  of  the  JT.  and  itf.  estates  subsequent 
to  the  life  interests  of  A,  and  B.^  and  to  invest  the  remniuing  third  thereof  in  land  to  be  settled 
to  the  use  of  K.  for  life,  remainder  to  his  sons  successively  in  tail  ma1e«  remainder  00  the  trusts 
declared  of  the  K.  and  M»  estates  subsequent  to  the  life  interests  of  A.  and  B*,  with  pro- 
visions for  maintenance  and  accumulation  during  the  minority  of  any  tenant  for  life  or  tenant 
^n  tail  in  possession.    Appointment  of  the  said  trustees  exeeutors  of  the  will. 

A,  being  dead,  and  B.  bemg  alive : — Hetd,  that  the  rents  of  the  residuary  real  estate,  until 
the  same  should  vest  in  some  person  entitled  in  possession  under  the  will,  went  to  the  heir 
at  law. 

Held  also,  that  the  disposition  of  the  chattels  real,  and  of  the  residuary  personal  estate, 
carried  with  it  the  interim  income  during  the  suspense  of  vesting. 
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cified;  and  after  her  decease^  or  other  determination  of 
the  said  estate,  to  the  use  of  the  sons  born  in  testator's 
lifetime  of  Lady  Bective  (except  Lord  KeTiUs,  the  first 
and  only  present  son,  or  the  eldest  son  for  the  time 
being,  of  Lord  Bective,  being  heir  or  heir  appaiient  of 
the  Earl  of  Bective)  successively  for  life,  and  in  strict 
settlement'  on  their  male  issue,  remainder  to  the  use 
of  the  sons  of  Lady  Bective  bom  after  the  testator's  death 
(except  an  eldest  son  being  heir  or  heir  apparent  of  the 
Earl  of  Bective)  successively  in  taU  male.  And  in  default 
of  such  issue,  to  the  use  of  Lord  KerUis  for  life,  remainder 
to  his  sons  successively  in  tail  male,  remainder  to  Lord 
Kerilia  in  tail  general,  with  remainders  in  favour  of  the 
second  and  other  sons,  and  the  first  and  other  daughters  of 
Lord  Bective  in  tail  general,  with  remainder  over  in  favour 
of  the  testator's  brother,  and  an  ultimate  remainder  to 
testator's  own  right  heirs.  Then  followed  a  clause  shifting 
the  use  declared  in  favour  of  any  son,  or  the  issue  of  any 
son  who  should  succeed  to  certain  estates  in  Cavan  in  the 
life  of  any  other  son ;  and  a  direction  to  the  trusteed  to 
receive  the  rents  during  the  minority  of  any  tenant  for  life 
or  in  tail  by  purchase,  who  would  otherwise  have  been 
entitled  in  possession,  and  apply  them  for  his  mainte- 
nance, and  accumulate  the  remainder,  and  hold  the  stocks 
funds,  and  securities  in  which  the  same  might  be  invested 
and  the  annual  income  thereof  respectively,  upon  the  like 
trusts  as  thereinafter  declared  of  the  proceeds  of  sales  under 
the  power  of  sale  and  exchange  thereinafter  contained, 
which  were  to  lay  the  same  out  in  the  purchase -of  lands  to 
be  held  upon  the  trusts  declared  of  the  said  devised  estates ; 
and  after  a  bequest  of  an  annuity  of  ^1000  a  year  for  the 
separate  use  of  the  Countess  of  Bective,  the  will  proceeded 
as  foUowd  :— 

"  And  as  to,  for,  and  concerning  all  the  rest  and  residue 
of  my  real  estate,  and  all  my  chattels  real  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever  not  hereinbefore  devised  or  bequeathed,  I  give. 
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devise,  and  bequeath  the  same  unto  the  before-mentioned 
trustees,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators.    Never* 
theless  to,  for,  and  upon   the   uses,  trusts,  intents,  and 
purposes,   and  y^ith,  under,  and  subject  to  the  powers, 
provisoes,  directions,  and  declarations  hereinbefore  limited, 
expressed,  directed,  and  declare  to  take  effect  from  and 
after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  and  my  said  daughter 
the  Countess  of  Bective,  or  the  sooner  determination  of 
the  said  estate  so  limited  in  use  to  my  trustees  during  the 
life  of  the  Countess  as  aforesaid,  of  and  concerning  my 
said  hereditaments  and  estates  hereinbefore  devised,  situate 
in  the  said  townships  of  Kirkhy  Lonadale  and  Manaergh, 
but  so,  nevertheless,  as  not  to  increase  or  multiply  charges 
under  the  powers  of  jointuring  or  charging  with  por- 
tions.    Provided   always  that  no  person  who  shall  take 
an  estate  tail  by  piu*chase  in  any  chattels  real  respec- 
tively hereinbefore  devised  or  bequeathed,  shall  be  enti- 
tled to  the  absolute  property  therein  respectively,  unless 
and  until  he  or  she  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one 
years,  or,  dying  under  that  age,  unless  he  or  she  shall 
leave  issue  of  his  or  her  body  inheritable  to  such  entail 
living  at  his  or  her  decease,  or  bom  in  due  time  after- 
wards.   And  as  to,  for,  and  concerning  all  the  rest  and 
residue  of  my  personal  estate  and  effects  whatsoever  and 
wheresoever,  subject   to  the  payment   of  my  debts  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,   and  the  expenses  of 
proving  this  my  will,  and  to  the  payment  of  my  legacies 
and  annuities  hereinbefore  bequeathed,  I  give  and  bequeath 
the  same  unto  the  said  trustees,  their  executors,  administra- 
tors, and  assigns,  in  trust  that  they  the  said  trustees,  or  the 
survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, or  assigns  of  such  survivor,  shall,  with  all  con- 
venient speed  after  my  decease,  sell  and  convert  into  money 
all  such  parts  of  my  said  residuary  personal  estate  and 
effects  as  shall  not  at  my  decease  consist  of  money,  or  of 
money  in  the  public  stocks  or  funds  of  Great  Britain, 
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or  at  interest  on  Government  or  real  securities,  or  invested 
in  railway  shares,  or  in  the  joint  stock  or  in  the  shares  of 
any  incorporated  body,  and  shall  iq  the  meantime^  until  my 
said  residuary  personal  estate,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  shall 
be  invested  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate  or  real  estates 
as  hereinafter  directed,  of  their  or  his  proper  authority  and 
discretion,  lay  out  and  invest  the  moneys  to  arise  by  such 
sale  and  conversion  in  the  names  or  name  of  my  said 
trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  in  some  or  one  of  the 
public  stocks  or  funds  of  Great  Britai/a,  or  at  interest 
upon  Government  or  real  securities  in  England  or  Wales, 
and  shallj  of  such  proper  authority  and  discretion  as  afore- 
said, from  time  to  time  alter,  vary,  and  transpose,  as  well 
the   said  stocks,  funds,    and  securities  to  be  so  acquired 
as  last   mentioned,  as  also  all  other  the  stocks,   funds, 
securities,  and  investments,  of  which  any  part  or  parts  of 
the  said  residue  of  my  personal  estate  shall  at  my  decease 
or  from  time  to  time  consist,  in,  for,  or  upon  stocks,  funds 
or  securities  of  the  same  or  the  like  nature,  and  shall  pay 
and  apply  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce  of 
the  said  residue  of  my  personal  estate,  stocks,  funds,  and 
securities  upon  and  for  such  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes, 
and  in  such  manner  as  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  real 
estates,  in  the  purchase  of.  which  the  said  residue  of  my 
personal  estate  is  hereinafter  directed  to  be  invested,  would 
be  payable  and  ajtplicable  in  case  such  investment  should 
have  been  actually  made.     And  I  direct  that  my  said 
trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or  the  execu- 
tors or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  shall,  at  such  times 
or  time  as  they  ob  he  shall,   in  their  or  his  discretion, 
think  proper,  and  of  their  or  his  own  proper  authority 
lay  out    and  invest  two  equal  third  parts  of  the    said 
residue  of   my  said  personal  estate,   stocks,   funds,  and 
securities,  or  the  proceeds  thereof,  in  the  purchase  of  free- 
hold or  copyhold  hereditaments  of  inheritance  free  from 
incumbrances,  to  be  situate  in  any  county  or  counties  of 
England  or  Wales  (the  counties  of  Westmareland,  and 
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North  Lancaski/re,  and  West  Siding  of  the  County  of  York 
being  preferred^  but  without  fettering  or  controlling  the 
discretion  of  the  said  trustees  or  trustee  as  aforesaid),  and 
shall  settle  the  same,  or  cause  the  same  to  be  settled  to,  . 
for,  and  upon  the  same  uses,  trusts,  intents,  and  purposes, 
and  with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  same  powers,  provisoes, 
directions,  and  declarations  as  are  hereinbefore  limited, 
expressed,  directed,  and  declared  to  take  effect  from  and 
after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  and  of  my  said 
daughter  ArneUa  Countess  of  Bective,  or  the  sooner 
determination  of  the  said  estate  so  limited  to  the  said 
trustees  during  her  life  as  aforesaid,  of  and  concerning 
the  said  hereditaments  and  estates  hereinbefore  devised, 
situate  in  the  parish  of  Kirkhy  LonaddLe  and  Mansergh, 
but  so  as  not  to  increase  or  multiply  charges  under  the 
powers  of  jointuring  or  charging  with  portions.  And  I 
direct  that  my  said  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor 
of  them,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor^ 
shall  at  such  time  or  times  as  they  or  he  shall  in  their 
discretion  think  proper,  and  of  their  or  his  own  proper 
authority,  lay  out  and  invest  the  remaining  third  part  of 
the  said  residue  of  my  personal  estate,  stocks,  funds,  and 
securities,  or  of  the  proceeds  thereof,  in  the  purchase  of  free- 
hold or  copyhold  hereditaments  of  inheritance,  free  from 
incumbrances,  to  be  situate  in  any  county  or  counties  of 
ETigland  or  Wcdea  (the  counties  of  Westmordundy  and 
tho  West  Biding  of  the  County  of  York,  and  the  Northern 
Division  of  the  County  Palatine  of  Lancaster  being  pre- 
ferred, but  without  fettering  or  controlling  the  discretion 
of  my  said  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being),  and  shall 
settle  the  same  hereditaments,  or  cause  the  same  to  be  settled 
to  the  use  of  Thomas  Lord  KerUis,  the  said  first  son  of 
my  said  daughter  the  Defendant  Arndm  Countess  of 
Bective,  and  his  assigns  for  his  life,  without  impeachment 
of  waste,  with  an  immediate  remainder  to  his  first  and  other 
sons  successively  in  tail  male;  and  after  the  failure  or 
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detenDiiiation  of  the  said  uses  and  estates,  then,  to,  for, 
and  upon  the  same  uses,  trusts,  intents  and  purposes,  and 
with,  under,  and  subject  to  the  same  powers,  provisoes, 
directions,  and  declarations  hereinbefore  limited  and  ex- 
pressed, directed,  and  declared  to  take  effect  from  and  after 
the  decease  of  my  said  wife  and  of  my  said  daughter 
Amdia  Countess  of  Bective,  or  the  sooner  determination 
of  the  said  estate  so  limited  to  the  said  trustees  dur- 
ing her  life  as  aforesaid,  of  and  concerning  the  said  here- 
ditaments and  estates  hereinbefore  devised,  situate  in  the 
parish  of  KirKby  Lonsdale  and  Mansergh,  but  so  as 
not  to  increase  or  multiply  charges  under  the  powers  of 
jointuring  or  charging  with  portions ;  and  in  which  said 
settlement  to  be  so  made  shall  be  inserted  a  proviso 
for  determining  the  said  estate  for  life  so  directed  to  be 
limited  in  use  to  the  Defendant  Lord  Kerdia  and  his 
assigns  as  if  he  were  dead,  and  for  determining  the  said 
estate  tail  to  be  so  limited  to  his  first  and  other  sons  as 
if  such  tenant  in  tail  were  dead  without  is8ue  inheritable 
to  the  said  entail,  in  case  the  said  Lord  Kenlis  or  any 
issue  male  of  him  should  become  entitled  to  the  possession 
or  to  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  heredita- 
ments in  which  the  said  twp  third  parts  of  the  said  residue 
of  my  said  personal  estate  are  so  as  hereinbefore  directed  to 
be  invested  as  aforesaid,  by  virtue  of  the  limitation  so 
hereinbefore  directed  to  be  in  such  settlement  thereof 
inserted  or  contained  as  aforesaid,  and  also  usual  powers 
of  leasing,  sale  or  exchange,  and  also  provisions  for  the 
midntenance  of  every  minor  tenant  for  life  and  tenant  in 
tul  in  possession,  and  for  accumulating  his  surplus  income 
during  his  minority,  and  applying  such  accumulations  in 
the  same  manner  as  money  to  be  produced  by  the  exercise 
of  the  power  of  sale  to  be  contained  in  the  said  settlement, 
and  also  usual  clauses  for  enabling  the  trustees  or  trustee  for 
the  time  being  to  give  good  receipts  and  discharges,  and 
for  appointing  new  trustees,  and  for  the  indemnity  of  the 
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^/trustees  and  all  such  usual  clauses  as  the  said  trustees  or 
trustee  for  the  time  being,  or  their  or  his  counsel,  shall 
taink  proper  or  advise/' 

And  the  testator  appointed  the  said  trustees  executors 
of  his  will. 

The  testator  made  a  codicil  to  his  said  will,  dated  the 
18th  of  January,  1854,  whereby  he  gave  and  devised  an 
estate  called  the  Eamacre  cmd  Bond's  Estate,  situate  in 
the  County  of  Lancaster,  for  the  purchase  of  which  he  had 
entered  into  a  contract  (since  completed)  unto  the  same 
trustees,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  nevertheless  to,  for,  and 
upon  the  uses,  trusts,  intents  and  purposes,  and  with, 
under,  and  subject  to  the  powers,  provisoes,  directions, 
and  declarations  in  his  said  will  limited,  expressed, 
directed,  and  declared  to  take  effect  from  and  after  the 
decease  of  his  said  wife  and  his  daughter,  the  Defendant 
the  Countess  of  Bective,  or  the  sooner  determination  of 
the  estate  in  his  will  limited  in  use  to  his  said  trustees 
during  the  life  of  his  daughter^  of  and  concerning  the 
hereditaments  and  estates  in  his  said  will  devised,  situate 
in  the  townships  of  Kirkhy  Lonsdale  and  Ma/riseTgh ;  but 
so  nevertheless  as  not  to  increase  or  multiply  charges  under 
the  powers  of  jointuring  or  charging  with  portions  in  the 
will  contained. 

The  testator,  William  Thompson,  died  on  the  10th  of 
March,  1854. 

The  Countess  of  Bectvve  was  the  only  child  and  sole 
heiress  at  law  of  the  testator'  at  the  time  of  his  death. 
The  testator's  widow,  Amelia  Thompson,  named  in  his  will, 
and  the  Defendant  the  Countess,  or  her  husband  in  her 
right,  were  the  only  persons  entitled  to  share  any  personal 
estate  of  the  testator  imdisposed  of  by  his  will  or  codicil 

'J  he  testator's  widow  died  on  the  7th  of  September,  1861, 
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having  by  her  will,  dated  the  24th  of  July,  1856,  and  dul> 
executed,  appointed  the  Earl  and  Countess  of  Bec^he 
executor  and  executrix  thereof,  and  the  same  was  proved' by 
the  EarL 

The  Countess  of  Beetive  had  one  son  only  at  the  date  of 
the  testator's  will  and  at  the  time  of  his  death ;  that  is  to 
say,  the  Defendant  Lord  Ketdis,  who  was  also  the  only  son 
and  heir  apparent  of  the  Earl  of  Beetive,  and  was  bom  on 
the  11th  of  February,  1844,  and  had  never  been  married. 
The  Countess  had  not  had  any  son  since  that  date. 
She  had  five  daughters,  four  of  whom  were  bom  in 
the  testator's  lifetime,  and  one  since  his  death.  The 
daughters  were  all  infants  and  unmarried  when  the  Bill 
was  filed. 

The  residue  of  the  testator's  personal  estate,  after  payment 
of  his  d^bts,  legacies^  andfuneral  and  testamentary  expenses, 
was  of  great  value ;  and  the  trustees  and  executors  had 
from  time  to  time  converted  into  money  parts  of  such 
personal  estate,  and  invested  the  proceeds  of  such  conver- 
sion in  the  purchase  of  real  estates,  the  legal  estate  in 
which  was  now  vested  in  them,  but  no  settlement  had 
yet  been  made.  The  greater  part,  however,  of  the  testa- 
tor's personal  estate  remained  unconverted.  The  annual 
income  of  the  residuary  real  and  personal  estate,  of  the 
real  estate  devised  by  the  codicil,  and  of  the  purchased 
estates^  had  been  received  by  the  trustees,  and  part  was  paid 
to  the  Earl  for  the  maintenance  of  Lord  Kenlia,  and  the  rest 
accumulated. 

The  Earl  and  Countess  of  Beetive  contended,  that,  until 
the  birth  of  younger  sons  of  the  Countess,  or  if  there 
should  be  no  such  son  then  during  her  life,  or  at  any  rate 
until  the  sooner  determination  of  the  estate  limited  in  trust 
for  her  in  the  Kirkby  Lonsdale  and  Afansergh  estates, 
the  annual  income  of  the  testator's  residuary  real  estate 
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and  the  estate  devised  by  his  codicil,  and  of  the  two  thirds 
of  his  residuary  personal  estate,  was  undisposed  of  by  his 
will  The  Earl  claimed  in  right  of  his  wife  to  be  entitled 
during  such  period  to  the  income  of  the  residuary  real 
estate,  and  the  estate  devised  by  the  codicil,  and  the  accu- 
mulatioas  thereof,  respectively,  since  the  testator's  death. 
The  Earl  in  the  right  of  his  said  wife,  and  as  the  per- 
sonal representative  of  the  testator's  widow,  also  claimed 
for  the  same  period  to  be  interested  in  the  annual  income  of 
two-thirds  of  the  residuary  personal  estate,  and  also  of  such 
of  the  purchased  real  estates  as  represented  purchases  out 
of  or  on  account  of  such  two-thirds,  and  the  accumulations 
thereof  respectively. 

These  claims  were  opposed  on  the  part  of  Lord  Kenlis, 
and  the  Bill  was  filed  by  the  acting  trustees  to  obtain  the 
direction  of  the  Court 


Argument,         Mr.  Wicketis  for  the  Plaintiffs,  the  trustees. 

Sir  Rounddl  Palmer,  S.  Q.,  Mr.  Hobhorise,  Q.C.,  and 
Mr.  J^.  V.  Hawkins,  for  the  Earl  and  Countess  of  Bective : — 

It  is  settled  law,  that  if  a  testator  makes  a  series  of 
executory  devises  without  any  words  disposing  of  the  in- 
termediate rents  during  the  suspense  of  those  interests, 
such  intermediate  rents  are  undisposed  of  and  go  to  the 
heir  at  law.  This  point,  among  others,  was  clearly  estab- 
lished by  Hophina  v.  Hopkins,  and  has  never  since  been 
questioned  ;  and  it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  subject 
of  the  gift  is  a  specific  or  residuary  estate.  In  point  of  fact, 
Hopkins  V.  Hopkins  was  a  case  of  residuary  estate.  This 
appears  from  an  extract  from  the  decree  made  by  Sir  J. 
JtkyU  on  the  25th  Oct.  1734.  The  decree,  which  we  have 
obtained  from  the  Registrar's  Book,  was  in  substance 
affirmed  by  Lord  Talbot  on  the  18th  Nov.  1735  (a).  The 
(a)Ca9.t.Talb.44. 
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points  determined  on  thai  occasion  were — ^first^  that  under  a 
will  similar  in  its  frame  to  that  in  the  present  case,  estates  of 
persons  in  esse  who  claimed  after  ^imitations  to  persons  not 
in  esse  created  no  interest  in  possession,  but  waited  the  de- 
termination of  the  prior  estates :  secondly,  that  the  rents 
during  the  suspense  went  to  the  Plaintiff  the  heu:-at-law  ; 
thirdly,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  also  entitled  to  the  interim 
income  of  personalty  directed  to  be  invested  in  land,  and 
to  be  held  on  the  same  uses  as  the  realty.    The  case  is 
reported  at  some  length  in  a  note  to  Hargrave's  edition 
of  CoAe  upon  LitUeton  (a).    The  third  point  decided,  if 
it  went  upon  the  ground  which  has  been  displaced  by  Ack- 
Toyd  V.  Smithson,  is  no  longer  law ;  but  the  authority  of 
Hopkins  V.  Hopkins  is  wholly  untouched   on  the  other 
points.  The  case  came  on  again  before  Lord  Hardwicke,  in 
1739,  after  the  birth  of  a  child  (6),  and  the  contention 
there  was,  that  the  executory  devises  were  turned  into  con- 
tingent remainders,  and  that  they  had  been  destroyed  by 
the  death  of  the  first  taker;  but  it  was  held  that  the  legal 
estate  of  the  trustees  supported  them. 

The  ease  is  clearly  an  authority  for  our  contention  in  re- 
spect of  the  realty. 

[They  also  cited  on  the  same  point  Dujffield  v.  Duffield  (c), 
WiUs  V.  WiUs  (d),  BuUocA  v.  Stones  (e). 

Unless,  therefore,  some  contrary  direction  is  to  be  found 
in  the  will,  the  interim  rents  go  to  the  heir-at-law.  There 
is  no  such  indication,  but  everything  points  the  other  way. 

It  will  be  said,  that  the  testator  has  made  a  mixed  fund, 
and  that  the  rule  as  to  personal  income  carries  with  it  tlie 
rents,  on  the  principle  of  Geneiy  v.  Fitzgerald  (f),  Gibson 
V.  MonJtford  (g),  Stephens  v.  Stephens  (h). 

(o)  Co.  Litt.  271.  b.  note  vii.  2.  (e)  2  Ves.  Sen.  521. 

ih)  1  Atk,  581.  (/)  Jac.  468. 

(c)  3  Bligh,  N.  S.,  260.  (g-)  1  Ves.  Sen.  485. 

(d)  1  Dr.  &  War.  439.  (h)  Cas.  t.  Talb.  228. 
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This  class  of  cases  turns  upon  the  fact  of  there  being,  first, 
a  specific  devise,  and  then  a  residuary,  real  and  personal 
devise  and  bequest^  the  grounds  being  the  blending  of  the 
real  and  personal  estate ;  and  in  Cfibson  v.  Montfm^d,  the 
direction,  that,  on  the  death  of  an  annuitant,  the  fund  was 
to  go  back  to  the  persons  entitled  in  remainder. 

The  present  case  is  not  one  of  blending,  certainly  not  one 
where  the  real  estate  is  directed  to  go  according  to  the  rule 
which  golems  personalty.  On  the  contrary — the  personal 
estate  is  given  by  reference  to  the  realty ;  and  the  same 
principle  on  which  in  Genery  v.  Fiizgerald  the  rule  as  to 
personalty  was  held  to  attract  the  interim  rents  of  the  realty 
applies  e  converse^  so  that  the  rule  as  to  realty  attracts  the 
personal  income,  and  that  also  must  be  regarded  as  undis- 
posed of.  ^ 

Further,  the  direction  as  to  the  personalty  is,  that  it 
shall  be  divided  into  thirds  two-thirds  to  go  one  way^  and 
one-third  another.  If  it  be  said  that  the  gift  of  the  corpus 
carries  the  intermediate  income,  as  no  doubt  it  would  do  in 
the  case  of  a  simple  absolute'  gift  of  personalty  at  a  future 
time,  as  decided  in  Green  v.  EHns  ifl)^  it  is  clear  that 
it  can  only  carry  it  as  income  and  not  as  corpus ;  and  under 
the  series  of  limitations  founc^  in  this  will,  there  is  no  one 
entitled  to  income  during  this  period ;  and  therefore  we  are 
forced  back  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  interim  income  of 
the  personalty  no  less  than  of  the  realty  is  undisposed  of. 

[They  also  cited  Skrymaher  v.  Northcote  (6),  and  Hum- 
hie  V,  Shore  (c).] 

Si;-  Hugh  Caime,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr. 
Erakine,  for  Lord     erdis  : — 


(a)  2  Atk.  473. 


(b)  1  Swanst.  566. 
(c)  7  Hare,  247. 
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As  to  the  personal  estate:  Green  v.  Eki/ns  exhausts 
the  whole  distinction  between  realty  and  personalty,  and 
settles  that  a  fature  gift  of  personalty  carries  with  it 
the  interim  income.  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins  has  been  much 
relied  on;  but  in  truth,  though  a  leading  case  on  a 
totally  difierent  pointy  it  is  an  entirely  unknown  case  on 
the  question  which  is  now  raised.  Considering  that  the 
decision  carried  both  the  real  and  personal  income  to  the 
heir,  and  is  confessedly  wrong  as  to  part,  the  authority  is 
scarcely  of  that  conclusive  kind  which  it  has  been  repre- 
sented to  be.  The  law  on  the  point  now  under  considera- 
tion was  not  then  settled,  and  we  must  look  to  subsequent 
cases  for  guidance. 

The  principle  of  the  old  cases  was^  that,  until  a  devise 
vested,  the  legal  estate  was  in  the  heir^  and  entitled  him  to 
the  rents.  Then  Oenery  v.  Fitzgerald  adds  the  doctrine, 
that^  when  the  realty  and  personalty  are  blended,  the  rule 
as  to  personalty  shall  prevail ;  and  in  such  a  case  it  makes 
BO  difference  whether  the  residue  is  given  wholly  to 
one,  or  split  into  shares.  In  Skrymsher  v.  Northcote,  the 
I»inciple  was  applied  to  an  aliquot  share  of  the  residue 
ivhich  had  lapsed.  Nor  does  it  affect  the  question  that  the 
personalty,  instead  of  being  given  absolutely,  is  settled. 
It  the  executors  had  invested  it  there  would  have  been  a 
resulting  use  of  the  interim  rents  to  them  as  executors,  and 
as  part  of  the  personal  estate,  and  that  part  with  all  the 
rest  would  be  included,  according  to  the  general  rule,  in  a 
gift  of  the  personal  residue :  Head  v.  Godlee  (a). 

It  is  said  that  this  is  the  converse  of  Oenery  v.  Fitzgerald, 
and  that  the  realty  attracts  the  personalty.  There  is  no 
authority  for  such  a  position ;  and  Genery  v.  Fitzgerald  was 
not  decided  on  any  such  notion  of  attraction,  but  on  this, 
that  the  blending  of  realty  and  personalty  enabled  the 
Court  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  to  pass  everything 

(a)  Johns.  536,  582. 
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(interim  income  included),  although  the  traditional  favor 
shewn  to  the  heir  would  defeat  the  intention  in  the  case  of 
realty  alone.  It  is  idle,  therefore,  to  say,  that  Oenery  v. 
Fitzgerald  helps  the  case  of  the  next  of  kin  at  all.  On  the 
contrary,  it  is  an  express  authority  for  us,  carrying  the  in- 
terim rents  with  the  interim  income  of  the  personalty. 

Suppose  the  testator  gives  all  his  personal  estate  to  his 
first  son,  who  attains  twenty-one,  and  then,  by  a  subsequent 
clause,  gives  all  his  realty  to  the  same  person ;  the  effect  is 
precisely  the  same  as  if  the  real  and  personal  estate  were 
given  in  a  single  clause;  and  the  rule  established  in  Genery 
V.  FUzgeraJd^  carrying  the  whole  interim  income,  both  of 
realty  and  personalty  to  the  first  taker  must  equally  apply. 
Then  if  the  disposition  of  realty  and  personalty  being  by 
two  clauses  instead  of  one  makes  no  difference,  neither 
can  it  make  any  difference  that  the  one  or  the  other  clause 
comes  first  in  the  will.  The  principle  is,  that  where  the 
whole  realty  and  personalty,  or  the  residuary  realty  and 
personalty,  or  any  aliquot  parts  of  them  respectively^  are 
to  go  on  the  same  limitations,  the  whole  interim  income  is 
included  in  the  gift  of  the  residuary  or  of  the  whole  estate^  as 
the  case  may  be.  Ackers  v.  Fhvpps  (a)  further  illustrates 
this  position ;  moreover,  this  is  an  executory  trust,  which 
the  Court,  if  need  be,  will  mould  so  as  to  carry  out  the  in- 
tention. 

[They  also  cited  Forth  v/  Chapmcm  (6),  and  Turtan  v. 
Lambarde  (c).] 

The  Vice  Chancellor  called  for  a  reply  only  as  to  the 
personal  estate. 

Sir  RimndeU  Palmer  in  reply : 

The  argument  on  the  other  side  assumes  the   rule  of 


(a)  3  CI.  &F.  665. 


(c)lD.F.&  J.495. 


(6)  1  P.  Wins.  663. 
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law  to  be,  that  the  gift  of  personal  estate  at  a  future  time 
necessarily  carries  mth  it  the  interim  income.    But  this 
is  too  large  a  way  of  stating  the  rule.     When  the  estate  is 
given  to  trustees,  and  part  of  the  beneficial  interest  is  un- 
disposed of,  that  is  held  on  trust  for  the  next  of  kin.    All 
the  cases  relied  on  are  where  the  corpus  is  given  uno  flatu 
to  one  person^  not  to  cases  where  it  is  vested  in  trustees 
upon  trust  for  successive  takers.    If  all  the  residuary  per- 
sonal estate  is  given  absolutely  to  A.,  I  admit  that  it 
carries  with  it  the  interim  income  not  otherwise  disposed 
oil    That  was  the  case  in  Green  v.  Ekine,  but  it  is  not  the 
present  case.    There  is  no  difference  in  principle  between 
the  claim  of  the  heir  to  a  part  of  the  realty,  as  to  which  no 
trusts  are  declared,  and  the  claims  of  the  next  of  kin  to 
part  of  the  personalty  in  the  same  position :  Underwood  v. 
^Ying  (a). 

It  is  true  that  a  gift  of  residue  at  a  future  time  carries 
with  it  the  intermediate  income  ;  but  it  is  not  true,  that  a 
gift  of  corpus,  eo  nomine,  will  do  so.  Here  the  gift  over 
is  of  corpus,  as  distinguished  from  income. 

Then  it  is  said,  that  if  the  executors  invested  the  per- 
sonalty, there  would  be  a  resulting  trust  to  them  as  executors, 
and  therefore  as  part  of  the  personal  estate ;  but  the  in- 
vestment would  be  in  the  character  not  of  executors,  but  of 
trustees,  and  the  notion  of  a  resulting  trust  to  a  trustee  is 
unheard  of.  It  would  be  not  to  the  trustees,  but  to  the 
persons  entitled  to  undisposed  of  estate.  As  to  this  being 
an  executory  tnist  which  the  Court  will  mould,  Stanley 
v,  Stanley  (6)  is  an  authority  in  point  the  other  way. 
Then  it  makes  a  great  distinction,  that  the  residue  is 
not  given  in  one  lump,  but  one-third  to  one  set  of  persons 
and  two-thirds  to  another.  If  the  gift  carried  the  income 
undisposed  of,  it  would  carry  it  not  exclusively  to  the  two- 
thirds  from  which  it  arose,  but  to  the  whole  residue.     But 
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how  can  the  fraits  of  the  two-thirds  be  divided  again  into 
thirds  ?  The  contention^  therefore,  leads  to  an  absurdity, 
from  which  the  only  escape  is  to  hold  that  the  rule  of  the 
residue  carrying  the  interim  income  does  not  apply  where 
tEe  residue  is  divided  into  two  portions  settled  on  different 
limitations.  The  error  is  in  assuming  the  rule  to  be  that 
a  gift  of  residue  attracts  to  it  the  intermediate  income. 
The  true  rule  is,  that  the  word  residue  comprehends  all 
that  is  undisposed  of,  and  so  includes  the  income ;  but  that 
has  no  application  where  the  residue  is  dealt  with  as  it  is 
here. 


Hopkins  V.  Hopkvna  is  an  express  decision  in  our  iavour ; 
and  it  is  not  clear  that  it  proceeded  on  the  erroneous  notion 
which  Ackroyd  v.  SmUhaan  displaced^  because,  so  fiir  as 
appears,  the  heir-at-law  may  have  been  the  sole  next  of  km, 
as  he  certainly  was  one  of  them. 


May  27th. 
JudgiMnt 


Vice  Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

A  question  involving  property  of  very  considerable  amount 
has  been  raised  in  the  discussion  in  this  case.  The  contest 
relates  to  two  portions  of  the  property  of  the  testator, 
the  residuary  real  estate,  and  the  residuary  personal  estate, 
or  rather  to  two  thirds  of  the  residuary  personal  estate  given 
by  the  same  will;  and  the  controversty,  although  it  is  one 
of  considerable  importance  in  point  of  amount,  and  was 
argued  with  great  ability,  appeared  to  me  at  the  hearing 
(and  I  have  seen  no  reason  to  change  my  opinion)  to  be 
entirely  covered  by  authority  [on  both  the  points  which 
were  raised  in  the  discussion.  The  first  question  which 
occurs  is  this :  The  testator  devises  certain  estates  called 
his  Kirkby  Lonsdale  and  Mansergh  estates,  subject  to  a 
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Ufe  interest  in  his  widow,  who  is  since  dead,  to  the  trustees  1^^ 
of  his  will  on  certain  trusts  conveying  the  legal  estate  to 
those  trustees  during  the  life  of  his  daughter  and  only 
child,  the  Countess  of  Beotive,  upon  trust  for  her,  with  a 
contingency  for  determining  that  estate.  After  the  life  Jwlgmwi. 
estate  of  the  Countess  comes  a  series  of  limitations  to 
the  Countess's  second  and  other  sons,  exclusive  of  the  • 
Defendanti  her  eldest  son,  Lord  KerUis,  and  in  default 
of  such  issue  to  Lord  Kenlis  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his 
issae.  Lord  Ketdis  being  alive,  and  Lady  Bective  being 
also  alive  and  having  at  the  present  time  no  other  son, 
those  limitations  which  follow  after  the  life  interest  would, 
if  they  stood  alone^  be  of  course  executory  devises. 
The  residuary  devise  then  is  made  in  this  form:  *'As 
to,  for,  and  concerning  all  the  rest  and  residue  of  my  real 
estates^  and  all  my  chattels  real  whatsoever  and  wheresoever 
not  hereinbefore  devised  or  bequeathed,  I  give,  devise,  and 
bequeath  the  same  unto  the  trustees,  their  heirs,  executors, 
and  administrators,  nevertheless  to,  for,  and  upon  the  uses, 
trusts,  intents,  and  purposes,  and  with,  under,  and  subject 
to  the  powers,  provisoes,  directions,  and  declarations  herein- 
before limited,  expressed,  directed,  and  declared  to  take  effect 
from  and  after  the  decease  of  my  said  wife  and  my  said 
daughter  Amelia  Countess  of  Bective,  or  the  sooner  de- 
terQunation  of  the  said  estate  so  limited  in  use  to  my  said 
trustees  during  the  life  of  my  said  daughter  as  afore- 
said, of  and  coneeming  my  said  hereditaments  and  estates 
hereinbefore  devised  situate  in  the  said  township  of  Kirkhy 
Loneddle  and  Mansergh ;  but  so,  nevertheless,  as  not  to 
increase  or  multiply  charges  under  the  powers  of  jointuring 
or  charging  with  portions.''  Therefore  in  effect  you  have 
as  to  all  this  residuary  real  estate  a  clear  executory  devise 
to  the  second  and  other  sons,  none  of  whom  have  yet  come 
into  esse ;  and  any  estate  which  Lord  KenLis  may  take 
must  be  expectant  upon  the  time  when  that  contingency 


8di 


CASES  IN  CHANCERS. 


1868. 
Hodgson 

V. 

Eabl  of 
Bbotivb. 


will  determine,  and  when  it  shallbe  ascertained  what  is  the 
effect  of  this  executory  devise,  there  being  in  the  interim 
no  disposition  in  words  of  the  rents  and  profits.  Whether 
there  is  any  disposition  in  point  of  construction  is  one  of 
the  questions  which  I  have  to  consider  ;  but  in  words  there 
is  no  disposition  of  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits  pend- 
ing the  suspense  of  that  executory  devise. 

Now,  as  regards  this  point,  it  appears  to  be  quite  settled 
by  authority  ever  since  the  time  of  Ilopkine  v.  Hopkins, 
that  in  the  simple  case  of  an  executory  devise^  where  nothing 
is  said  of  rents  and  profits,  the  devise  of  the  estate  will  not 
carry  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits ;  but  that  they 
are  undisposed  of,  and  go  to  the  heir-at-law  of  the  testator, 
who,  in  this  case,  is  the  Countess  of  Bective,  the  testar 
tor's  only  child.  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins  went  to  the  full  ex- 
tent I  may  say  of  this  case,  because  there  the  devise  was  not 
merely  of  certain  specified  estates,  buty  as  appears  from  the 
note  taken  frx)m  the  Registrar's  Book,  of  all  other  the  testa- 
tor's estates  and  effects,  being  an  entire  and  complete  devise 
as  much  as  if  there  had  been  a  distinct  gift  of  all  his  residuary 
real  estates.  In  such  a  state  of  circimistances  (recognised 
as  that  case  has  been  from  that  time  down  to  the  case  of 
Duffield  V.  Duffidd  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  WiUs  v. 
Wills  before  Lord  St  LeonKird's,  in  Irelomd,  and  standing, 
as  it  does,  as  a  case  of  the  highest  authority),  it  is  im- 
possible to  contend,  that^  in  the  absence  of  any  words  clearly 
leading  to  what  the  Court  considers  judicially  to  imply 
a  gift  of  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits,  any  such  gift 
can  take  effect  or  can  be  introduced  into  the  testator's 
will.  Neither  the  persons  waiting  until  the  executory 
devise  shall  take  effect,  nor  the  person  who  shall  first 
come  into  esse  when  the  executory  devise  has  taken  efifect, 
nor  all  the  persons  who  may  be  interested  under  the 
series  of  devises  following  that  executory  devise  by  way 
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of  accamulation  can  establish  their  claim.  They  are  all 
clearly  excluded  unless  one  can  find  that  there  is  enough 
on  the  face  of  the  will  to  lead  to  the  inference  that  such  a 
disposition  of  rents  and  profits  was  intended.  I  have  every 
ingredient  here  that  there  was  in  Hopkins  v.  Hopkms, 
There  is  the  fact  of  the  accumulation  being  directed  in  certain 
instances,  and  not  being  directed  during  the  period  that  the 
executory  devise  should  be  in  suspense,  and  there  is  not, 
in  truth,  a  shadow  of  distinction,  as  it  appears  to  me 
throughout,  to  be  drawn  between  Hopkins  v.  Hopki/ns  and 
this  case,  unless  in  the  circumstance  that  this  is  a  devise 
of  all  the  residue  of  the  testator's  real  estates,  and  even 
that  appears  now  from  the  Registrar's  Book  to  be  common 
to  both  ca8e& 

Now,  as  regards  the  question  of  intermediate  rents  and 
profits  not  directly  dealt  with  by  the  will,  there  have  been 
two  classes  of  cases.  The  leading  case  in  one  class  (in  fact 
it  involved  both  points,  but  it  is  the  leading  authority  as 
regards  the  first,)  was  the  case  oi  Stephens  y,  Stephens, yvhere 
it  was  held,  that  if  you  have  first  a  series  of  executory  de- 
vises,— which,  according  to  Hopkins  v.  Hopki/ns,  do  not  pass 
the  intermediate  rents,  but  leave  them  undisposed  of, — ^and 
then  that  series  of  limitations  is  followed  by  a  general 
residuary  devise  of  all  the  testator's  real  estate ;  in  cases 
of  that  description  it  was  held  that  the  undisposed  of 
rents  and  profits  mentioned  in  the  first  part  of  the  will 
pass  to  those  who  take  beneficially  under  the  general  resi- 
duary devise  of  all  the  testator's  interest  in  his  real  estates. 
Duffield  V.  Duffield  is  another  instance  of  the  same  kind ; 
and  so  also  is  Genery  v,  Fitzgei^ald,  though  it  is  more 
frequently  referred  to  as  settling  the  doctrine  which  I 
am  next  about  to  state.  Where  you  find  a  general 
gift  of  all  a  testator's  real  and  personal  estate  as  one 
fund,  limited  in  one  mass  upon  a  series  of  limitations, 
commenced  by  an  executory  devise,  there  it  was  held  in 
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Gentry  v.  Fitzgerald  and  other  authorities,  that  inaa- 
much  as  the  two  funds  are  mixed  together,  and  as  the 
gift  of  the  personal  estate  does  cany  in  all  cases  the 
interim  profits,  this  Court  is  at*liberty  to  infer  from  the 
blending  of  the  realty  and  personalty  an  intention  (which 
it  would  not^  against  the  heir,  infer  from  the  mere  gift 
of  the  real  estate,)  that  the  whole  should  go  in  one  course 
of  devolution,  and  going  in  one  course  of  devolution,  that 
the  intermediate  rents  of  the  real  estate  should  pass  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  interest,  dividends,  and  produce  of 
the  personal  estate.  The  whole  doctrine  is  so  clearly  laid 
down  in  Oenery  v.  Fitzgerald  in  half  a  dozen  sentences  by 
Lord  Eldon,  that  I  can  scarcely  do  better  than  simply  refer 
to  it  Mr.  ShadweU,  who  was  counsel  in  support  of  the 
appeal  on  behalf  of  the  heir-at-law,  put  the  case  thus : 
Where  there  is  an  executory  devise  of  real  estate,  and 
the  intermediate  rents  and  profits  are  not  disposed  of,  they 
descend  to  the  heir-at-law,  the  rule  being  different  as  to  per- 
sonalty. On  the  other  hand,  if,  after  an  executory  devise 
of  a  particular  estate,  there  is  a  general  residuary  clause, 
it  will  carry  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits  of  the  lands 
first  devised.  The  question,  he  say8»  here  is  as  to  the  in- 
terim enjoyment  when  the  residue  is  the  subject  of  the  ex- 
ecutory devise.  Lord  Eldon  says  upon  this  :  "  The  general 
principles  are  these  :  when  personal  estate  is  given  to  A.  at 
twenty-one,  that  will  carry  the  intermediate  interest ;  if  a 
testator  gives  his  estate,  Blackacre,  at  a  future  period,  that 
will  not  carry  the  intermediate  rents  and  profits.  But  when 
he  mixes  up  real  and  personal  estate  in  the  same  clause,  the 
question  must  be,  whether  he  does  not  shew  an  intention 
that  the  same  rule  shall  operate  on  both  ;  here  the  property 
was  partly  real,  partly  personal,  and  partly  of  such  a  de- 
scription, that  the  testator  does  not  seem  to  have  known 
whether  it  was  real  or  personal.  He  does  not,  by  his  will, 
create  any  trust,  but  makes  a  legal  devise  and  bequest  of  the 
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whole  together ;  then  is  not  the  weight  of  authority  in*fayor 
of  the  proposition,  that  when  real  and  personal  estate  are 
given  in  this  way,  the  intermediate  profits  of  both  must  go 
together  ?  that,  I  apprehend,  is  the  rule  which  has  been 
clearly  settled." 

Now  there  are  some  dicta  of  Lord  SL  Leonard's,  in  the 
case  of  WiUa  v.  WUls,  which,  at  first,  would  seem  to  lead  to 
the  conclusion,  that  the  simple  gift  of  the  residuary  real  es- 
tate would  carry  intermediate  rents  and  profits  of  that  estate ; 
hot  when  one  looks  at  it  a  little  more  narrowly,  I  think  that 
is  not  the  meaning  to  be  attributed  to  that  learned  judge. 
Speaking  oiCHbaon  v.  Lard  Montfort,  (where  the  gift  was  of 
a  mixed  fund,  and  where  there  was  a  great  deal  of  discussion 
and  consideration,  before  Lord  Hardt&icke  came  finally  to  the 
conclusion,  that  it  would  pass  the  intermediate  rents  and 
profits)  Lord  St.  Leonard's  says  this,  "Notwithstanding  this, 
the  decision  was  still  considered  not  to  be  quite  conclusive, 
for  I  find  that  in  1793  the  heir-at-law  received  a  sum  of 
£1500  for  relinquishing  all  his  rights  to  the  property,  and 
executing  a  deed  in  confirmation  of  the  will ;  the  point,  how- 
ever, now  admits  of  no  doubt ;  it  is  clearly  settled  by  Genei'y 
V.  FUzgercdd,  and  Glanvill  v.  GlanvUl  (a);  a  case  of  ex- 
actly the  same  character,  that  a  gift  of  the  rest  and  residue 
of  my  estate  does,  by  force  of  the  words,  include  the  inter- 
mediate rents."  At  first  it  might  seem  as  if  Lord  St.  Leo- 
TUird's  was  speaking  of  the  residue  of  the  real  estate  simply ; 
but  when  you  look  to  the  authority  he  is  discussing,  you 
find  it  relates  to  a  mixed  fund,  and  a  mixed  fund  only. 

The  question  is,  whether  any  authority  is  to  be  found 
(and  I  have  looked  in  vain  for  any  such  authority,)  which 
has  decided,  that,  aft.er  the  bequest  of  a  particular  estate, 
on  a  series  of  limitations  to  which  the  rule  of  Hopkins 
V.  Hopkins  would  apply,  a  devise  of  the  residue  of  the 
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real  estate  on  the  same  uses  and  trusts  is  to  be  governed 
by  a  different  rule,  to  the  disadvantage  of  the  heir-at- 
law.  If  you  look  at  the  nature  of  a  residuary  devise  of 
real  estate,  the  answer  is  obvious,  that  the  mere  fact  of  its 
being  a  residuary  devise  of  real  estate  could  not  operate  in 
the  manner  suggested,  because,  up  to  the  Wills  Act,  the  resi- 
duary devise  of  real  estate  was  not  less  specific  than  a  devise 
of  Blackacre,  since  a  person  could  only  devise  all  the 
estates  he  had  ;  that  is,  the  actual  property  he  possessed  at 
the  date  of  his  will.  There  would  seem,  therefore,  to  be  no 
reason  why  a  simple  residuary  devise  of  real  estate  should 
have  the  operation  contended  for.  Then  the  Wills  Act 
could  not,  on  this  point  of  construction,  make  any  differ- 
ence, because  all  that,  that  Act  docs  is  simply  to  sweep  in 
everything  which  the  testator  might  have  at  the  time  of  his 
decease,  but  not  to  alter  the  rule  of  construction,  which  has 
been  adopted  in  favor  of  the  heir-at-law,  namely,  that 
you  must  find,  for  that  is  the  rule,  express  words,  or  I 
should  rather  say  manifest  intention  (necessary  implica- 
tion it  has  been  sometimes  called)  on  the  face  of  the 
whole  will  to  exclude  him  from  that  benefit  which  the 
rule  of  law  has  conferred  on  him.  The  simple  fact  of 
a  devise  of  residuary  real  estate  seems  to  me  clearly 
not  to  alter  the  rule  as  to  intermediate  rents  which  is 
established  in  the  case  of  a  specific  devise,  nor  do  I  find  any 
authority  which  would  authorise  me  to  say  so.  However, 
in  this  case,  there  remains  another  point  to  be  considered. 
There  is  a  subsequent  gift  of  all  the  testator's  personal 
estate,  for  the  purpose  of  being  laid  out  as  to  two-thirds  of 
it  in  land  to  be  settled  in  effect  to  the  same  uses  as  are 
prescribed  with  regard  to  the  real  estate  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  life  estates.  Now  it  is  said,  and  no  doubt 
there  is  much  weight  in  the  observation,  that,  as  you 
find  it  held  that  a  general  gift  of  all  real  and  personal 
estate  to  certain  intents,  uses,  and  purposes  is  to  be  read 
as  manifesting  the  intention  that  the  rents  and  profits  are 
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to  pass  exactly  in  the  same  manner  as  the  moome  of  the 
personal  estate  passes^  and  that  the  heir  is  thereby  to  be 
depri7ed  of  the  benefit  of  the  rule  laid  down  in  the  cases  I 
have  referred  to,  it  would  seem  singular  to  say  that  the  mere 
circumstance  of  the  testator  dividing  the  will  into  two  parts, 
and  disposing  of  the  real  estate  in  one  clause,  and  of  the 
personal  estate  in  another,  should  be  held  to  lead  to  a 
different  conclusion.  But  I  do  not  think  that  this  reasoning 
is  sound.  The  rule  which  gives  iotermediate  rents  to  the 
heir  is  the  artificial  result  of  our  peculiar  doctrines  in  this 
country  in  favour  of  the  heir's  position ;  and  though  the 
Courts  have  considered  that  where  a  testator  has  distinctly 
and  clearly  in  his  will  mixed  up  realty  and  personalty  in 
one  fund,  he  must  be  taken  thereby  to  have  indicated  an 
intention  that  they  should  go  in  the  same  way ;  that  rea- 
soning does  not  apply  to  a  case  where  he  has  carefully 
and  deliberately  isolated  the  two  properties,  giving  precise 
limitations  as  to  the  one  in  one  portion  of  the  will,  and 
precise  limitations  as  to  the  other  in  another  portion  of  his 
will ;  and  where,  as  in  this  case,  he  was  plainly  not  contem- 
plating any  such  complete  mixture  at  all,  because  the  first 
operation  which  he  directs  as  to  the  personalty  is  to  divide 
it  into  three  several  parts,  and  give  two-thirds  to  the  one 
class  of  objects  of  his  bounty,  and  one-third  to  the  other. 
There  is  nothing  on  the  face  of  the  will  which  in  the  least 
can  justify  me  in  saying  that  the  testator  has  mixed  up  the 
whole  of  his  property  in  one  mass,  so  as  to  bring  the 
case  within  the  rule  in  Oenery  v«  Fitzgerald.  I  think, 
therefore,  it  is  impossible  to  exempt  this  case  from  the 
authority  of  Hopkins  v.  Hopkvna;  and  I  am  bound 
to  declare  that  the  interim  rents  of  the  residuary  real 
estate  are  undisposed  of. 

Now,  as  regards  the  personal  estate,  the  case  seems  to 
be  equally  concluded,  upon  the  authorities,  the  other  way. 
From  the  time  of  Oreen  v.  EAins,  followed  as  that  cas^ 
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has  been  by  numerous  authoritiesf,  the  rule  as  to  personal 
estate  has  been  exactly  the  opposite  to  the  rule  as  to  real 
estate.  When  you  give  personal  estate,  you  have  given  all 
its  produce,  as  long  as  the  law  allows  it  to  be  accumulated 
or  to  remain  in  suspense ;  that  estate  and  the  whole  of  its 
produce  go  to  the  purpose  indicated  in  the  will,  and  the 
gift  of  the  personal  estate  ex  vi  termini  carries  with  it  all  the 
intennediate  profits  which  may  arise  in  respect  of  that  estates 

I  see  no  difficulty  whatever,  on  the  hcQ  of  this  will,  iu 
applying  the  rule.  The  testator  gives  all  his  personal  es- 
tate, and  directs  it  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  real  estate 
to  be  settled,  as  to  'two-thirds,  to  the  same  uses  as  he  had 
declared  of  the  real  estate  after  the  life  interest.  If  Hopkins 
V.  Hopkma  had  been  good  law  as  to  the  second  branch  of 
the  case,  it  would  have  been  an  authority  on  the  point  in 
favour  of  the  heir-at-law,  assuming  the  heir-at-law  and  the 
next  of  kin  to  have  been  different  persons;  but  on  that 
branch  of  the  case  it  it  clear  that  the  decision  as  to  the 
personal  estate  directed  in  the  will  to  be  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  real  estate  was  wrong ;  the  decision  there  affect- 
ed to  follow  the  will  of  the  testator  to  a  certain  extent  by  con* 
vertiug  his  personal  estate  into  real  estate;  and  then  arose  the 
singular  confusion,  as  it  appears  to  us  now  (for  it  is  very  re- 
markable that  so  many  great  minds  were  misled,  until  the 
point  was  made  clear  by  subsequent  discussion  and  argu- 
ment) by  which  the  will  was  held  to  operate  for  the  purpose 
of  converting  the  personal  estate  into  real  estate,  not  for 
the  objects  of  the  will,  but  in  the  interests  of  a  person 
not  in  the  least  in  the  contemplation  of  the  testator, 
namely,  the  heir-at-law.  The  proposition  now  seems  to  us 
to  be  a  truism,  that  the  heir-at-law,  claiming  in  default  of 
disposition,  cannot  'claim  anything  under  the  dispositions 
of  the  will;  the  only  mode  in  which  the  heir  could 
possibly  claim  personal  estate  would  be  by  an  express  or 
implied  gift  in  his  favour  in  the  will.   But  the  notion  of  the 
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beir-ai-law  taking  by  intestacy  any  portion  of  the  personal 
estate  is  of  course  a  solecism  "when  the  proposition  is 
reduced  to  its  dear  terms.  That  part  of  the  case  of 
HapkiTis  V.  Hopkins  cannot^  therefore^  be  an  authority 
with  reference  to  the  decision  of  the  present  case.  In  this 
case  all  I  have  is  a  direction  that  the  executors  and  trus- 
tees are  to  take  the  whole  personal  estate^  and,  taking 
the  whole  personal  estate,  are  of  course  to  take  all  its 
income,  and  to  hold  it  on  certain  trusts.  Then  the  first 
process  is  to  divide  it  into  one-third  and  two-thirds,  and 
when  that  is  done,  the  two-thirds  are  just  as  much  given 
with  all  their  produce,  as  the  whole  of  the  residue,  if  it  was 
given  in  an  entirety,  would  be,  and  those  two-thirds,  with  all 
their  produce,  will  have  to  be  invested  in  the  manner  de- 
scribed The  circumstance  that  the  trustees  may  have  in- 
vested  a  part  of  it,  and  that  long  before  the  executory  limits 
ations  take  effect,  has  nothing  to  do  with  it ;  it  is  still  per- 
sonal estate,  supposing  the  executory  limitations  to  fail.  It  is 
personal  estate  until  the  will  has  had  the  effect  of  operating 
upon  it  to  hand  it  over  in  some  other  shape  to  some 
persons  interested,  and,  being  personal  estate,  the  rents  and 
profits  of  it  are  the  produce  of  personal  estate  just  as  much 
as  before  the  money  was  invested ;  and  those  words  which 
say  that  in  the  interim  the  produce  shall  be  disposed  of 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  rents  and  profits,  carry  the 
case  no  further.  It  would  be  a  petitio  principii  to  say, 
that  those  words  can  guide  me  as  to  what  is  to  be  done  with 
the  interim  income ;  they  only  say  that  the  trusts  are  to 
extend  alike  to  interim  income,  and  to  rents  and  profits  ;  and 
the  question  is,  what  is  to  be  done  with  the  rents  and  profits 
of  that  which  is  personal  estate,  until,  for  the  purpose  of  the 
will,  some  person  takes  it  in  the  form  of  realty.  Those 
rents  and  profits  are  part  of  the  produce  of  the  personal 
estate  as  much  after  investment  as  before,  and  will  go  in 
the  same  manner.  Skrymaher  v.  NorthcoUy  which  was 
relied  on,  has  not  the  slightest  bearing  on  the  matter, 
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1868.  Scrymsher  v.  Nortkcote  was  one  of  the  simplest  cases  that 
can  possibly  be  conceived.  A  portion  of  residuary  personal 
estate  was  given  to  the  extent  of  <£500y  which,  as  in  the 
case  otPage  v.  Leapi/ngwell  (a)  and  that  class  of  cases,  was 
Judgment  held  to  be  a  particular  portion  of  the  residuary  estate ;  and 
the  gift  of  a  portion  of  the  residuary  estate  failing,  of  course 
it  went  to  the  next  of  kin :  there  is  nothing  here  analogous 
to  that. 

It  was  suggested,  that  if  the  gift  is  supposed  to  carry  the 
income,  two-thirds  of  the  personalty  would  be  invested  in  the 
purchase  of  real  estate ;  and  that  when  the  rents  of  that  real 
estate  are  found  to  be  unappropriated,  for  want  of  a  person 
in  esse  capable  of  taking  them,  they  must  go  back  in 
thirds,  that  is,  one-third  must  go  over  to  the  person 
entitled  to  the  one-third  of  the  residue,  and  two-thirds  to 
be  disposed  of  for  the  other  purposes  of  the  will  Thus,  it 
is  said,  there  would  arise  an  absurdity.  But  that  is  not 
the  mode  in  which  the  gift  will  operate  according  to  the 
authoritiep.  If  I  give  the  whole  of  my  personal  estate  to  be 
invested  on  trusts — similar  to  the  trusts  of  these  two-thirds 
—all  the  interim  income  will  have  to  be  applied  exactly  in 
the  same  manner  as  the  capital  in  the  purchase  of  real 
estate.  What  difference  can  it  make,  if,  instead  of  giving 
the  whole,  I  say,  I  give  two-thirds  of  it?  All  that  is 
necessary  is  to  divide  the  whole  fund  into  three  parts,  and 
deal  with  the  two-thirds  in  the  manner  I  have  described. 
It  seems  to  me  that  the  circumstance  of  the  division  into 
portions  of  two-thirds  and  one-third  can  have  no  effect  in 
leading  me  to  a  contrary  conclusion  to  that  to  which  the 
authorities  would  lead  me  if  the  whole  property  were  given 
in  one  mass.  The  Solicitor- Oeneral  also  threw  out  an 
observation,  that  one  might  infer  from  the  nature  and  mode 
of  the  gift  a  sort  of  converse  rule  to  that  laid  down  in  Gentry 
v.  Fitzgerald ;  the  answer  to  which  is  simply  this :  The 
lule  in  Qenery  v.  Fitzgerald  is  applied  in  order  to  effec- 
tuate the  supposed  intention  of  the  testator,  which,  accord- 
(a)  18  Ve8.463. 
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ing  to  the  general  rule  of  Hophma  v.  Hopkins,  is  not 
allowed  to  operate  on  rents  and  profits,  vrithout  what  is 
considered  to  be  necessary  implication^  sufficiently  to  oust 
the  right  of  the  heir.  But  what  the  SoUcitor-Oeneral  sug< 
gests  is,  that  when  there  are  what,  on  the  authorities,  I 
must  treat  as  plain  words  of  gift  of  the  personal  income,  I 
am  to  infer  something  to  destroy  that  gift  I  hold  that 
there  is  a  clear  gift  to  be  applied  in  a  particular  man- 
ner ;  and  I  can  raise  no  inference  against  that  gift  from 
anything  contained  in  the  former  limitations  in  the  will, 
there  being  in  truth  nothing  to  lead  to  an  inference  which 
ought  to  destroy  the  gift  so  made. 

I  should  have  mentioned  that  the  case  of  Turton  v. 
Larnbarde,  which  was  relied  on,  appears  to  me  to  contain 
nothing  at  all  militating  against  the  conclusion  at  which 
I  have  arrived.  As  to  chattels  real,  I  did  not  hear  a  single 
argumentj  and  do  not  know  whether  there  are  any  ;  and, 
therefore^  I  make  no  declaration  as  to  them ;  but  if  neces- 
sary,  the  case  can  be  spoken  to  on  that  point. 
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It  having  been  ascertained  that  there  were  chattels  real 
affected  by  the  will^  the  cause  was  put  into  the  paper  to  be 
spoken  to,  when  it  was  not  disputed  that  the  interim  income 
of  the  chattels  real  would  fall  into  the  general  residue  of 
chattels  real ;  and  the  minutes  were  amended  accordingly. 


Dbclahe  that  the  Defendant  the  Countess  of  BecHve,  as  heiress- 
at-law  of  the  testator,  is  entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  of  the 
residuary  real  estate,  and  of  the  estate  devised  by  the  codicil,  until 
such  time  as  the  said  estate  shall  vest  beneficially  .in  some  person 
entitled  thereto  in  possession  under  the  devise  thereof  contained  in 
the  will  to  the  trustees  upon  the  trusts  thereby  directed  to  take  effect 
after  the  decease  of  the  testator*s  widow  and  daughter,  or  the  sooner 
determination  of  the  estate  limited  in  use  to  his  said  trustees  during 
the  life  of  his  said  daughter  of  and  concerning  the  Kirkby  Lonsdale 
and  Mansergh  estate.  Declabb  that  the  interim  income  of  the  tes- 
tator's chattels  real,  until  such  time  as  aforesaid,  falls  into  the  general 
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residue  of  the  personal  estate.  Dbclasb  that  two*thirds  of  the  resi- 
duary personal  estate  of  the  testator,  iocluding  the  income  issuing 
from  such  two-thirds  until  some  person  shall  he  entitled  in  possession 
to  the  income  of  the  real  estate  directed  by  the  will  to  be  purchased, 
with  such  two-thirds,  and  conyeyed  to  the  uses  therein  mentioned 
ought  to  be  laid  out  in  the  purchase  of  such  estates  accordingly ;  and 
that  there  is  no  intestacy  in  respect  of  such  income  of  the  said  two- 
thirds  of  the  residuary  personal  estate. 
Costs  out  of  corpus  of  personal  estate. 


July  Zrd, 
Vendor  and 
Purchaser-^ 
Title— Inheri- 
tance AetfSff^ 
Will.  4,  c.  106. 

A  vendor 
making  title  as 
heb  18  not 
bound  to  pro- 
duce affirma- 
tive  eridenoe  in 
hi«  posseaaion 
that  the  ances- 
tor from  whom 
he  traces  de- 
scent took  as 
pnrchaaer,but 
may  rely  on  the 
statutory  pre- 
sumption, until 
some  proof  to 
the  contrary  18 
adduced,     but 
he  is  bound 
to  disclose  any 
matters  within 
bis   knowledge 
tending  to  re- 
but the  pre- 
sumption that 
his  ancestor 
took  by  pur- 
chase. 


DORLING  V.  CLAYDON. 

X  HE  Bill  in  this  case  was  filed  for  the  specific  performance 
of  an  agreement  of  the  11th  October,  1R55,  and  the  11th 
October,  1866,  by  which  the  Defendant  agreed  to  take,  and 
8.  B.  Hattoii  agreed  to  accept  a  lease  of  certain  farm  pre- 
mises in  Suffolk,  The  Defendant  entered  into  possession, 
and  paid  rent  during  Hatton's  life.  Hatton  died  on  the 
18th  of  March,  1857,  intestate,  and  the  Plaintiff  claimed  to 
be  his  heir-at-]aw.  The  Defendant  had  declined  paying 
rent,  not  being  satisfied  with  the  evidence  offered  of  the 
Plaintiff's  title,  but  professed  his  willingness  to  perform  his 
agreement  on  the  Plaintiff's  title  being  shown. 

The  decree,  dated  15th  February,  1862,  directed  specific 
performance  in  case  the  Plaintiff  could  make  a  good  title, 
and  the  Defendant  admitting  that  Hdttoii  was  seised  in  fee, 
an  inquiry  was  ordered,  whether  the  Plaintiff  as  heir-at-law 
of  Hatton  or  otherwise,  could  make  a  good  title. 

The  evidence  proved  that  the  Plaintiff  was  the  heir  if 
HatUni  was  the  purchaser ;  and  the  Defendant  in  the  pro- 
ceedings in  Chambers  called  for  affirmative  evidence  of  this, 
he  himself  having  produced  no  evidence  that  Hatton  inherit- 
ed the  property. 
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On  an  application  in  CShambers,  in  July,  1862,  it  was  or- 
dered, that  the  Defendant  should  be  at  liberty  to  examine 
ihe  Plaintiff  The  result  was  to  show  that  the  Plaintiff 
bad  evidenoe  showing  that  Hatton  was  a  purchaser — ^but 
nothing  to  suggest  the  contrary.  The  question  whether  such 
evidence  ought  to  have  been  produced  by  the  Plaintiff  was 
now  raised  on  a  motion  to  vary  the  certificate,  and  on  further 
consideration^  in  order  to  fix  the  time  from  which  the 
Plaintiff  was  to  be  considered  as  having  made  out  his  title. 


Statement, 


Mr.  Dunn  for  the  Defendant :— • 

We  know  nothing  of  Batton's  position,  except  that  he 
was  seised  in  fee  ;  whether  he  took  by  purchase  or  inherit- 
ance does  not  in  any  way  appear  in  the  abstract  and  evidence 
produced  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  has  only  been  extracted  by 
subsequent  examination.  If  Hatton  was  a  purchaser,  we 
admit  the  Plaintiffs  title  as  heir.  If  he  took  by  inheritancei 
ihe  heirship  was  not  proved. 

We  insist  that  the  Plaintiff  was  bound  to  produce  at 
least  prima  facie  evidence  that  Hatton  was  a  purchaser* 
He  refused  to  produce  any  such  evidence,  and  relied  on 
the  Inheritance  Act,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  a  106,  a  2,  which 
enacts,  that  the  descent  shall  be  traced  from  the  purchaser, 
but  that  the  last  owner  shall  be  considered  to  be  the  pur- 
chaser, unless  it  shall  be  proved  that  he  inherited  the  same. 
But  this  clause  was  not  meant  to  relieve  a  vendor  from  the 
obligation  of  producing  the  evidence  in  his  possession,  which 
would  show  particularly  how  the  fact  was,  instead  of  leaving 
it  to  rest  on  presumption. 

Lord  St  Leonard's  considers  that  a  vendor  making  title  as 
heir,  must  give  such  affirmative  evidence  as  he  possesses 
that  the  ancestor  from  whom  he  traces  his  descent  was  a 
purchaser  (a). 

(<i)  V.  ftP.lsthEd.p.dsl 


Argument, 
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^^'  .         Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.,  andMr.  Humjyhry  for  the  Plaintiflf. 


Judffmwt, 


Vicjb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

At  the  Hearings  the  Defendant^  who  had  paid  rent  to 
Eatton,  was  obliged  to  admit  that  he  was  seised  in  fee,  and 
that  admission  is  recorded  on  the  face  of  the  decree.  The 
only  questiouy  therefore,  is  whether  the  present  Plaintiff  is 
heir  of  Hattoii.  That  he  is  such  heir  if  Hatton  was  a  pur- 
chaser, is  not  disputed,  though  the  title  is  fnot  proved  if  it 
should  turn  out  th^t  Hatton  came  in  by  inheritance.  The 
only  question  I  have  to  decide  is,  whether  the  Plaintiff  was 
bound  to  produce  any  affirmative  evidence  which  he  might 
have  in  his  power,  that  Hatton  took  by  purchase ;  and  in  tlie 
course  which  matters  have  taken  in  Chambers,  this  inquiry 
is  chiefly  material  on  the  question  of  costs. 

The  statute  says,  ihat>  in  the  absence  of  proof  to  the  con^ 
trary,  a  person  seised  must  be  presumed  to  be  a  purchaser; 
and  the  Plaintiff  contends,  that^  until  some  evidence  to  the 
contrary  appears,  he  is  entitled  to  rest  on  this  presumption, 
and  is  not  bound  to  produce  any  affirmative  evidence  on  the 
point.  I  have  already,  in  substance,  decided  the  point  in 
favor  of  the  Plaintiff  on  an  application  before  myself  in 
Chambers,  when  I  remember  that  my  attention  was  called 
to  Lord  St.  Leonard's  observations.  A  vendor  knowing 
anything  which  tended  to  rebut  the  presumption  that  the 
ancestor,  from  whom  he  traces  his  descent,  was  a  purchaser, 
would  be  guilty  of  a  gross  breach  of  faith  if  he  did  not  dis- 
close it;  but  if,  in  truth,  he  has  no  such  knowledge,  I  think 
he  is  entitled  to  rely  on  the  presumption,  and  to  decline 
to  give  evidence  on  the  point  until  some  prim&  facie  proof 
to  the  contrary  is  produced.  I  thought,  however,  that  the 
Defendant  was  entitled  to  search  the  Plaintiffs  conscience 
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on  the  pointy  and^  therefore,  in  Chambers,  I  gave  him  leave  1863. 
to  examine  the  Plaintiff.  The  result  has  shown  that  the 
Plaintiff  knew  nothing  to  cast  any  doubt  on  the  fact  that 
Hatton  was  a  purchaser,  and  that  he  had  in  his  possession 
evidence  that  sufiBciently  proved  the  fact  I  think,  under 
these  circumstances,  he  was  justified  in  not  going  into  any 
evidence  on  the  point  in  the  first  instance,  and  that  he 
must  be  taken  to  have  made  out  his  title  from  the  time 
when  he  proved  his  pedigree  in  other  respects.  He  ten- 
dered the  evidence  of  this  before  filing  the  Bill ;  and,  there- 
fore, I  cannot  hold  the  title  to  have  been  defective  at  any 
time  since  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

18  62 

HARDCASTLE  v.  HARDCASTLE.  ,!^flfS* 

T  ,  Bequest  of  re- 

HIS  case  raised  a  question  of  construction  on  the  will  aidne  upon 

of  ffenry  LawMrth,  dated  26th  of  March,  1839.    The  ^h^u^ 

material  clauses  were  as  follows  : —  IhouWthili 

fit  for  main- 

"  Ajid  as  to  my  said  leasehold  land  and  premises  herein-  t«»^c«  of  ii. 

before  given,  I  direct  that  my  trustees  and  the  survivors  and  one,  iben  to 

survivor  of  them,  and  the  executors  and  administrators  of  income  £500 

such  survivor,  shall  stand  possessed  thereof,  (subject  as  in  twenty-fire, 

this  my  will  is  mentioned,)  upon  trust  for  my  said  grand-  fo/i^^f'^in^J'^* 

daughter  Frances  Lamhirth  and  her  assigns  during  so  long  ^^^  ^^  death 

.-_  ._  ^^,  ^         1.11  forill  her 

time  of  the  residue  of  the  term  or  terms  for  which  the  same  children  until 

are  respectively  held  as  she  shall  so  happen  to  live ;  and  t^JtivSy  a"' 

from  and  after  her  decease,  upon  trust  for  all  and  every  the  ^*»"  ^T*"?" 

child  and  children  of  the  body  of  my  said  granddaughter  mch  children 

lawfully  to  be  begotten,  until  such  child  and  children  shall  twenty-fir?; 

respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years  or   die  s/mirafbe-^*'* 

leaving  issue  of  his,  her,  or  their  body  or  respective  bodies,  g^^f •*  ^^  ^«•^- 

and  then  upon  trust  for  such  child  or  children  so  at-  that  'it  con- 

taining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  or  dying  and  leaving  abwiutT  nfe*° 

interest  in  A, 

ff«U,  that  the  children  o£  A.  took  rested  interests  at  birth,  and  that  the  gift  over  was  Toid 
for  remoteness. 
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1862^      guch  issue,  equally  as  tenants  in  common,  their  respective 
Baxdcabtlb    executors,  administrators^  and  assigns ;  and  in  case  all  such 
Hakdcabtlb.   children  save  one  shall  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-five  years, 
Sk^nent.     ^^^^^^^  leaving  such  issue  as  aforesaid,  or  if  there  shall  be 
but  one  such  child,  then  in  trust  for  such  one  or  only  child 
until  he  orshe  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  or  die  leav- 
ing issue  as  aforesaid ;  and  then  in  trust  for  such  one  or  only 
child,  his  or  her  executors,  administrators,  and   assigns. 
And  in  case  theie  shall  not  be  any  child  of  the  body  of  my 
said  granddaughter  lawfully  begotten,  or  being  such  if 
every  of  them  shall  die  before  any  of  them  shall  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-five  years  without  leaving  issue  as  aforesaid, 
then  in  trust  for  my  said  nephew  Henry  Lambvrth,  his  heirs, 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  absolutely." 

And  the  testator  directed  his  trustees  to  convert  his 
residuary  personal  estate,  and  apply  so  much  of  the  di- 
vidends, interest,  and  annual  produce  thereof,  and  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  his  other  estates  and  property,  as 
they  should  think  proper,  for  and  towards  the  mainten- 
ance, education,  and  bringing  up  of  his  said  granddaugh- 
ter the  Defendant  Frarices  HardcasUeiiU  she  should  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  accumulate  the  surplus 
of  such  rents,  issues,  dividends,  interest,  and  produce  till 
she  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  should 
thenceforth,  until  she  should  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five 
years,  pay  and  allow  to  her  out  of  such  interest^  divi- 
dends,  rents,  and  profits,  and  the  interest,  dividends, 
and  produce  of  such  accumulations  as  aforesaid,  a  clear 
annual  sum  of  ^500  only,  and  accumulate  the  surplus 
during  that  period ;  and  should  afterwards  pay  and 
apply  the  whole  of  the  dividends,  interest,  and  pro- 
duce of  his  said  personal  estate,  so  to  be  laid  out  and 
invested,  and  the  said  rents  of  his  said  other  estates  and 
property,  and  the  dividends,  interest,  and  annual  produce 
of  the  various  accumulations  aforesaid)  to  his  said  grand- 
daughter and    her   assigns  during   her    life.      And  the 
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¥rill  proceeded  aa  follows:—- "And  from  and  after  her  .  ^^^'  . 
decease,  then  as  to  the  whole  of  the  said  last-mentioned  Habdoastlb 
personal  estate,  with  all  accumulations  thereof,  or  the  habdgabtli. 
stocks,  funds,  or  securities  in  or  upon  which  the  same  s^iummu. 
shall  be  then  invested,  I  direct  that  my  said  trustees, 
and  the  survivors  and  the  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
executors  and  administrators  of  such  survivor,  shall  stand 
possessed  thereof  in  trust  for  all  and  every  the  child  and 
children  of  my  said  granddaughter  Frances  Lawbirtii 
lawfully  to  be  begotten,  until  such  child  and  children  shall 
respectively  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  or  die  leav- 
ing issue  of  his  or  their  body  or  respective  bodies ;  and  then 
in  trust  for  such  child  and  children  so  attaining  the  age  of 
twenty-five  yearSj  or  dying  and  leaving  issue,  in  equal  shares, 
their  respective  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.  And 
in  case  all  such  children  save  one  shall  die  under  the  age  of 
twenty-five  years,  without  leavingissue  as  aforesaid,  or  if  there 
shall  be  but  one  'such  child,  then  in  trust  for  such  one  or 
only  child  until  he  or  she  shall  attain  the  age  of  twenty-five 
years  or  die  leaving  issue  as  aforesaid ;  and  then  in  trust  for 
such  one  or  only  child,  his  or  her  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns  ;  and  in  case  there  shall  be  no  such  child  of  the 
body  of  my  said  granddaughter  lawfully  begotten,  or  being 
such  if  every  of  them  shall  die  before  any  of  them  shall 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years  without  leaving  issue 
as  aforesaid,  then  in  trust  for  my  said  nephew  Henry 
Larnbirth,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns  abso- 
lutely." And  after  providing  for  the  cesser  of  certain 
of  tho  annuities  given  by  the  said  will  in  case  of  any 
alienation  thereof  by  the  annuitants,  the  testator  pro* 
ceeded  as  follows : — 

"Provided  and  it  is  my  will,  that,  notwithstanding 
anything  herein  contained,  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  to 
and  for  my  said  trustees,  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them, 
or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  at  iiny 
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time  or  times  to  advaace  daring  the  respective  minorities 
of  any  child  or  children,  (except  the  said  Frances 
LaTribirth),  who  shall  become  entitled  to  a  presumptive 
share  or  shares  of  and  in  my  said  personal  estate  and  ac. 
camidations  so  to  arise  and  be  placed  out  as  aforesaid^  such 
part  or  respective  parts  of  such  presumptive  share  or  shares 
as  my  said  trustees  or  the  survivors  or  survivor  of  them,  or 
the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  shall  think 
proper  for  the  placing  out  of  any  such  child  or  children 
to  any  trade,  profession,  or  employment,  or  otherwise  in  or 
towards  his  or  their  advancement  in  life." 

The  testator  died  on  the  25th  of  November,  1834,  leav- 
ing him  surviving  a  widow,  and  his  said  granddaughter 
Frances  (now  the  Defendant  Frances  Hardcastie),  his  sole 
next  of  kin.  Frances  Hardcaette  subsequently  purchased 
the  interest^  if  any,  of  the  widow,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  the  leasehold  and  personal  residue  as  undisposed  of 
after  her  decease. 

The  Bill  was  filed  by  her  children  to  establish  their 
claim  under  the  will : — 


ArgwMni.  Mr.  Rdt,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  B.  Beales  for  the  Plaintiffs  :— 

The  gift  to  the  children  is  vested  at  birth,  and  the  remote- 
ness of  the  period  fixed  for  its  becoming  indefeasible  does 
not  aflfect  its  validity:  Bland  v.  Williams  (a),  Greet  v. 
Greet  (6),  Davies  v.  Fisher  (c),Milroy  v.  MUroy  (d),  HarH- 
son  V.  Qn'imwood  (e),  Peard  v.  Kehewick(f). 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cutler,  for  Frances  Hard- 
castle  and  the  trustees  of  her  settlement: — 

There  is  no  vested  interest  until  an  event  which  is  too 


(a)3M.&K.  411. 
(h)  6  Beav.  123. 
Ic)  5  Bcav.  201. 


(d)  14  Sim.  48. 
(c)  12  Beav.  192. 
{/)  Id  Bcav.  166. 
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remota    The  income  only  is  vested  before  twenty-five  or        i862, 
death  leaving  issue,  the  age  being  made  part  of  the  de-   HABDoImB 
Bcription:  YamdA^  v.  Oeddea  (a),  Shum  v.  Bobbs  (b).  *• 

The  shares  are  referred  to  as  "  presumptive  shares/'  which     Argument. 
confirms  our  view. 

[TheViCE  Chancellob  referred  toBiUl  v.  Pritchard  (c)] 

The  gifts  over  are  clearly  void. 

Mr.  HeOiermgton  for  a  mortgagee  of  one  of  the  children. 

Mr.  Rdt  in  reply  referred  to  Bell  v.  Cade  (d). 


ViCB-CHANCfBLLOB  SlE  W,  PAGE  WoOD  :— 

This  is  a  question  of  the  validity  of  the  disposition  of 
leaseholds  and  residuary  personal  estate  contained  in  the 
will  of  Hefn/ry  LambiHh  in  favour  of  the  children  of  the 
testator's  granddaughter  Frances,  The  frame  of  the 
bequest  is  such  as  to  raise  a  question  upon  the  authorities, 
whether  the  gift  is  vested,  and^  if  not^  whether  it  is  not  void 
for  remoteness.  If  it  is  not  vested,  indeed  it  is  clearly  too 
remote;  and  the  essential  question  is,  whether  a  vested 
interest  is  created. 

With  respect  to  the  leaseholds  the  testator  directs  his 
trustees  to  hold  them  upon  trust  for  his  granddaughter 
Frances  for  life,  and  after  her  decease  upon  trust  for 
all  and  every  her  children  until  such  children  shall  re- 
spectively attain  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  or  die  leav- 
ing issue,  and  then  upon  trust  for  such  children  so 
attaining  the  age  of  twenty-five  years^  or  dying  leaving 
such  issue,  equally  as  tenants  in  common,  their  respective 
executors^  administrators,  and    assigns;  and  if  all  such 


(a)  1  R.  &  M.  203. 
(6)  3  Drew.  93. 


(c)  5  Hare,  567. 
(cO  2  J.  &  H  122. 


Nov,  24(ft. 
Judgment, 


JudgmenU 
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I86a»  children  bat  one  die  under  the  age  of  twenty-five  years 
HiBPCAfTUB  withont  leaving  issue,  or  if  there  be  but  one  such  child,  then 
IUbdoImlb.  ^  ^^^^  ^^'  ^^^  ^^®  ^^^  ymiSl  he  or  she  attain  the  age  of 
twenty-five,  or  die  leaving  issue,  and  then  for  such  one 
child,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns.  And  then 
there  is  a  gift  over  if  there  shall  be  no  child,  or  all  shall 
die  under  twenty-five  without  leaving  issue. 

The  personal  residue  is  given  in  the  same  way,  subject  to 
a  previous  trust  to  apply  so  much  of  the  income  as  the 
trustees  should  think  proper  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
granddaughter  Frances  until  twenty-one,  accumulating  the 
surplus ;  and  then  to  pay  her  d^500  a  year  until  twenty-five^ 
accumulating  the  surplus ;  and  then  to  pay  the  income  of 
the  fund  and  its  accumulations  to  her  for  life  ;  the  ulterior 
limitations  comprising  in  terms  ''the  whole  of  the  said 
personal  estate  with  all  accumulations/'  There  is  also  a 
proviso  at  the  end  of  the  ulterior  limitations  empowering 
the  trustees  to  advance,  during  the  minority  or  minorities 
of  any  child  or  children  (except  the  said  Fixmces  Lam- 
birth,)  who  shall  become  entitled  to  a  presumptive  share 
of  the  pesonal  estate  and  accumulations,  such  part  of  such 
presumptive  share  as  the  trustees  shall  think  fit. 

It  is  material  to  observe,  that  the  amount  to  be  applied 
in  the  maintenance  of  the  granddaughter  is  left  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  trustees,  whereas,  with  respect  to  her  children, 
there  is  no  direction  that  during  their  minorities  a  suffi- 
cient part  only  shall  be  appropriated  to  their  maintenance. 
If  such  a  direction  ha  i  been  contained  in  the  will,  it  would 
have  been  conclusive  against  a  vesting  in  them,  because  in 
that  case  they  could  not  be  treated  as  entitled  during 
minority  to  the  whole  interest. 

That  difficulty  being  out  of  the  way,  the  case  must  be 
determined  on  the  principles  of  the  authorities,  which  are 
clearly  discriminated  by  Vioe-Chancellor  Fiflrraw  in  Bull 


Judgment 
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v.  Pritehard.    If  you  find  the  condition  of  attaining  a        ^^2* 
certain  age  made  part  of  the  description  of  the  objects  of   HijiDCABTLs 
the  gift^  the  interest  does  not  vest  until  the  age  is  attained  ;    habdoIbtlb, 
but  if  this  is  not  so,  or  if  the  whole  intermediate  interest  is 
appropriated  for  the  benefit  of  the  same  objects,  there  the 
Court  holds  (as  was  laid  down  by  Sir  W.  Chmnt  in  Hanson 
V.  GraJiam),  that  the  whole  property  vests  in  the  object  of 
the  gift,  though  the  absolute  enjoyment  be  deferred  until  the 
specified  time.    These  rules  are  so  well  settled  that  I  need 
not  enter  into  any  detail  upon  the  point    It  is  enough  to 
observe,  that  in  Haneon  v.  Graham  Sir  W.  Grant  held, 
that,  where  the  whole  interest  was  given  to  the  legatee 
throughout,  and  the  actual  property  was  given  when  the 
legatee  should  attain  twenty-one,  the  word  "  when*'  post- 
poned the  enjoyment  only  and  not  the  vesting. 

The  whole  question  here  is,  whether  the  words  as  to  age 
are  so  attached  to  the  children  as  to  form  a  neoessary  part 
of  the  description.  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that, 
having  regard  to  the  use  of  the  word  "  such"  throughout, 
that  would  not  be  the  true  construction,  the  regular  antece- 
dent being,  all  and  every  the  children.  We  do  not  find 
the  phrase  such  as  attain  twenty-five,  but  such  children  so 
attaining  twenty-five ;  that  is,  all  the  children  when  they 
attain  twenty-five.  The  case,  therefore,  is  essentially  the 
same  as  Hanson  v.  Graham,  the  gift  being  immediately 
vested,  but  the  period  of  absolute  vesting  in  possession  being 
when  they  attain  twenty-five,  or  die  leaving  issue.  These 
considerations  may  sound  somewhat  refined  to  any  person 
not  accustomed  to  legal  decisions,  and  the  circumstance  of 
there  being  a  gift  over  might  suggest  the  inference,  that  the 
property  was  intended  to  be  kept  in  suspense.  The  sound- 
ness of  the  observations  in  this  sense,  contained  in  the 
judgment  in  Scott  v.  Bargeman  (a),  and  which"  are  to 
be  found  also  in  later  cases,  has,  however,  been  ques- 
tioned by  Sir  W.  Grant  in  Skey  v.  Barnes  (4),  and  in  other 
(a)  2  P.  W.  69.  (b)  3  Mer.  335. 
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1862.  authorities ;  and  in  Daviea  v.  Fisher,  Lord  Lomgdale  lays  it 

Habdoastlb  down,  that,  in  ordinary  cases^  a  gift  over  on  a  contingency 

Habdcastu.  <1<>^b  not^  prevent  vesting  in  the  first  donee,  though  it  may 

Judment  ^  ^^  ingredient  in  the  question. 

Considering  the  great  length  which  the  authorities  have 
gone  in  fiEtvor  of  vesting^  and  looking  to  the  fact  that  the 
whole  interest  is  given  to  the  objects  of  the  bequest,  and 
having  regard  especially  to  the  authority  oiDaviea  v.  Fisher^ 
it  appears  to  me  that  I  must  hold  that  the  will  creates  a 
vested  interest  in  all  the  children  of  the  testator's  grand- 
daughter. The  rule  as  to  perpetuities  cannot  affect  this 
question  of  vesting,  and  I  should  have  come  to  the  same  con- 
clusion if  the  age  named  had  been  twenty-one. 

Something  was  supposed  to  turn  on  the  use  of  the  phrase, 
"  presumptive' shares  f  ^  but  that  is  sufficiently  explained  by 
the  circumstance,  that  the  shares  might  alter  in  amount  as 
the  children  were  bom>  and  in  that  sense  each  share  would 
be  presumptive  until  the  number  was  ascertained. 


MinuUt* 


DxcuLBS  that  the  several  children  of  the  teaUtor^s granddaughter 
Frances  became  entitled  at  birth  to  a  vested  interest  in  the  leasehold 
estate  and  the  residuary  personal  estate ;  and  that  the  gift  over  in  the 
event  of  all  such  children  dying  under  twenty-five  without  leaving 
issue,  is  void.    Costs  out  of  the  residuary  personal  estate. 
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1863. 

aURNET  V.  QURNEY.  rTZI 

1  HIS  was  a  suit  to  carry  out  the  trusts  of  a  settlement  p^J!^  ^f 
made  on  the  children  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  JoJm  Henry  Gur^  iB^Hmaqf— 
nay,  under  the  foUowmg  circumstances ;—  The  Omt 

will  not  refiuo 

John  Henry  Oumey,  of  Ccaton  Hall,  Esq.,  M.P.,  was  *<>  entertain 
married  in  1846  to  Miss  Mary  Jary  Chimey.    In  Decern-  exeontion  of 
ber,  1859,  Mr&  Oumey  eloped  with  one  TayUrr,  and  left  ^t^^^^ 
England  with  him ;  and  they  remained  abroad  till  Septem-  J^^^^ 

ber,  1860.  aotoallj  ezlBtf, 

moral  J  on  the 

On  the  81st  December,  1859,  John  Henry  Quniey  in-  S MtdSiftmd 

stituted  a  suit  in  the  Court  of  Matrimonial  Causes  for  the  I'^T"*!* 

^»  ,  ,  to  be  01  no  im* 

dissolution  of  his  said  marriage,  and  obtained  a  decree  nisi  portuioe  to  the 
on  the  13th  of  February,  1861,  which  was  made  absolute  and  that  the 
on  the  22nd  of  May,  1861.  rtSrmade"^ 

raise  a  different 

On  the  4ith  of  May,  1861,  Mrs.  Oumey  \9^  confined  of  question  (which 
a  full-grown  male  child,  the  Defandant  WWAoim  Aneelm  ^d^thaye 

Since  the  dissolution  of  her  marriage  with  John  Henry  Nor  wUi  the 
Oumey,  Mary  Jary  Oumey  had  married  Taylor.  wdTa^qn^tion 

to  be  eyaded  by 

In  the  month  of  January,  1862,  John  Henry  Oumey  *  .??"°*®' 

transferred  a  sum  of  ^2000,  il.  per  Cents.,  into  the  names      ^nt,  tembie, 

of  trustees,  "upon  trust  for  all  and  every  the  children  now  ^*  ^"^ 

living  of  the  said  marriage  between  the  said  John  Henry  tertain  snch  a 

Oumey  and  Mary  Jary  Oumey,  and  their  respective  stance  of  a  ' 

executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,"  as  tenants  in  com-  ff^p^eT  to  ^ 

mon ;  and  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the  said  trust  fund  ^*^®  ^  ?"- 
'  ttituted  with  a 

provided  that  it  should  be  *'  incumbent  on  the  trustees  or  maUcions  mo- 
trustee  for  the  time  being  to  pay  and  apply  the  whole 
of  the  interest^  dividends,  and  income ''  of  the  settled  fiind 
for  the  maintenance  and  education  of  the  children  entitled 
thereto  respectively ;  and  that  the  trustees  might  either  so 
apply  the  income  themselves^  or  might  pay  it  to  the  respeo- 

YOI.  I.  £  E 
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StaUment 


live  guardians  of  the  children,  without  being  bound  to  see 
to  its  application. 

The  Bill  was  filed  by  the  two  infant  children  of  the  mar- 
riage, born  before  the  said  elopement,  by  their  father  as 
their  next  friend,  against  the  infant  WilUomh  Ansdm 
Gumey  and  the  trustees  of  the  settled  fund,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  having  the  trusts  thereof  carried  into  execution. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  Bill  had  been  really  filed  to 
raise  the  question  whether  the  Defendant  William  Anaelmi 
Gumey  was  or  not  to  be  taken  as  a  legitimate  child  of  the 
marriage  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Gumey:  and  it  was  further 
asserted,  and  not  denied,  that  the  real  object  of  the  suit 
was  to  determine  prospectively  whether  the  Defendant  TT. 
A.  Qu/mey  would  or  not  be  entitled  to  share  in  a  sum  of 
^400,000  and  upwards,  to  which  Mary  Jary  0umey*8 
children  would,  under  her  £Ekther's  will,  become  eventually 
entitled  amongst  them.  The  Bill  averred  that  the  Defen- 
dant W.  A.  Oumey  was  not  issue  of  the  marriage,  but  an 
illegitimate  child  of  Mary  Jary  Oumey;  and  the  Plain- 
tiffs therefore  prayed  for  a  declaration  that  they  were  the 
only  children  of  the  said  marriage,  and  the  only  persons 
entitled  to  any  participation  in  the  settled  fund. 

The  guardian  of  the  infant  Defendant  offered  to  bring 
into  Ciourt  a  sum  of  <f  1000,  to  be  applied  for  his  benefit  in 
such  manner  as  the  Court  should  direct;  thus  enabling  the 
trustees  of  the  settlement^  without  breach  of  trust,  and 
without  prejudice  to  any  question,  to  apply  the  entire 
income  of  the  settled  fund  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  evidence  adduced  was  very  voluminous,  and  a  great 
number  of  witnesses  had  been  examined  and  cross-examined 
before  a  special  examiner;  and  the  result  was  to  lead  his 
Honour  to  the  conclusion  that  non-access  within  the  time 
during  which  Mr.  Oumey  might  have  been  the  father  of 
the  child  had  been  proved  as  a  matter  of  fact. 
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Sir  Roundell  Palmer,  S.G.,  Sir  Hugh  Caime,  Q.C.,  Mr. 
Aaplaaid,  and  Mr.  HvMon,  for  the  Flaintiffii  :— 

This  is  a  dear  case  of  non-access.  Tlie  Court  cannot 
hesitate  to  pronounce  that  Mr.  Oumey  oould  not  have 
hem  the  father  of  this  child^  and  therefore  that  the  Flain- 
ii&  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  trust  fund  in  equal 
moietieB. 

The  old  rule  of  presumption  of  access  never  applied  when 
the  parties  had  been  divorced  a  mens&  et  thoro  (a) ;  and  the 
proceedings  pending  in  the  Court  of  Divorce,  coupled  with 
the  absence  of  any  plea  of  condonation,  amounted  to  the 
same  thing. 

[They  referred  to  Morris  v.  Davie8{b),  The  BanJmry 
Peerage  case  (c),  Ooodright  v.  Saul  (d),  Plowes  v.  Boa- 
8ey(ey] 

Mr.  Walford,  for  the  trustees  of  the  settlement,  sub- 
mitted to  act  as  the  Court  should  direct. 

Sir  Fitzroy  KeUy,  Q.C.|  Mr.  Serjeant  BaUamime,  and 
Mr.  a  IT.  Colt  (Mr.  MoU,  Q.C.,  with  them),  for  the  Defen- 
dant  WiUiam  Aneelm  Oumey  .^— 

This  is  a  mere  scheme  to  anticipate  the  proceedings 
which  "Will  become  necessary  when  the  will  of  Mrs.  Our- 
ney'a  bthet  has  to  be  adjudicated  upon.  Mr.  Gumey'a 
fortune  is  well  known ;  this  ^2000  is  of  no  consequence  to 
him,  nor  would  he  ever  have  instituted  this  suit  if  that  had 
been  his  only  interest  in  it 

This  Court  will  not  allow  itself  to  be  made  the  machinery 
by  which  a  secondary  object  of  this  nature  is  to  be  at- 
tained. The  only  right  of  the  Plaintiflb  is,  to  have  the 
testimony  perpetuated  by  a  proper  proceeding ;  but  this 

(a)  Hnbback  on  Evidence  of    (e)  1  8.  &  S.  153. 
Sacoeasion,  412.  (<0  ^  T.  R.  356. 

(h)  5  a  &  F.  163.  (e)  31  L.  J.,  Ch.,  681. 

£E  2 
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Bill  is  not  rightly  framed  for  that  purpose.  All  Courts 
set  themselves  against  such  schemes :  126  Elsam  (a),  HosHns 
Y.  Lord  Berkeley  (6). 

The  proceedings  in  the  Marquis  Townahend'a  case,  in 
Dorm.  Proe.  (c),  with  which  your  Honour  is  femiliar,  would 
have  been  unnecessary  if  such  a  course  as  this  could  have 
been  resorted  to.  So  again  the  Earl  of  Bambwry's  case, 
mDom.  Proc.{d). 

[They  also  argued,  on  the  &ciB,  that  non-access  had  not 
been  sufficiently  established ;  and  they  referred  to  Head  v. 
Head  (e),  The  Gan^dmer  Peerage  case  (/),  Morris  v.  Da- 
vies  {g\  Nich.  Adult  Bastard  (A).] 

At  any  rate,  this  Court  will  not  refuse  to  accede  to  the 
offer  by  the  infant's  guardian  to  pay  a  sum  of  .f  1000  into 
Court  for  the  in£Ebnt's  benefit^  and  thereupon  to  abandon  all 
claim  to  this  fund  on  his  behalf,  so  as  to  give  the  Plaintifib 
all  the  relief  to  which  they  could  in  any  event  be  entitled. 

The  Yice-Chikoellob.— I  do  not  think  there  is  any 
doubt  on  the  hc\A :  the  question  is  as  to  the  novelty  of  the 
application.  I  recollect  a  case  of  a  trust  for  the  daughters 
of  A.B.^m  long  as  they  should  continue  chaste ;  the  Court 
held  the  limitation  void,  as  tending  to  disturb  the  peace  of 
the  family  (i). 

The  SMtMor-OefMral,  in  reply.*— This  trust  is  not  of 
such  a  character,  but  a  simple  trust  for  the  children  of 
A.B.;  and  the  only  question  is,  who  are  those  children? 
There  is  nothing  fictitious  here,  as  in  the  case  of  the 
attorney  referred  to  by  Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly  (j).  The  facts 
suggested  as  to  Mr.  Chimey's  fortune  &c.  are  not  in  issue. 


(a)  3  B.  k  C.  597. 

(&)  4  T.  B.  402. 

(e)  17  Peerage  Claims,  paper  46. 

id)  2  Peerage  damm,  paper  48. 
See  p.  16. 

(01S.&S.150;  8.C.T.&B. 
138. 


(/)  9  Peerage  Claims,  paper  175. 
{g)  8  Car.  &  P.  215. 
(A)  Page  282. 

(t)Tlii8  case  does  not  seem 
to  have  been  reported. 
0')  ^  Eham^  ubi  sap. 
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nor  proved  by  evidence,  but  are  mere  gratuitous  sugges- 
tion& 

More  unsubstantial  trusts  than  this  have  been  supported 
—as  for  instance  in  the  case  of  SAeUey's  children  (a)^— « 
Alicia  Racers  case.  And  in  the  case  of  Mr.  Hope's  chil- 
dren (b)  a  reversionary  interest  in  a  sum  of  £500  was  held 
sufficient  to  support  a  suit  of  which  the  real  object  was  to 
take  the  custody  of  the  children  away  from  their  mother ; 
and  yet  if  your  Honour  is  to  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
private  fortunes  of  individuals^  the  name  of  Adin>an  Hope 
is  sufficient  to  show  how  insignificant  the  sum  really  was  to 
ihepartiea 

The  Vicb-ChANCELLOB.— The  Legislature  (c)  has  ex- 
pressly sanctioned  suits  for  declarations  of  legitimacy,  but 
not  for  declarations  of  illegitimacy ;  is  not  that  an  authority 
against  such  a  Bill  as  this  ? 

The  Solidtor-Oenerdl. — ^The  jurisdiction  of  this  Coiurt 
is  not  affected  by  that  Act. 

Where  the  motive  and  purpose  are  honesty  feigned  issues 
have  never  been  discouraged  in  this  Gourt,  and  here  so 
much  is  not  necessary. 

A  suit  to  perpetuate  testimony  would  not  have  given  the 
Defendant  so  bir  an  opportunity  of  having  the  whole  mat« 
ter  investigated  as  the  course  we  have  taken,  of  which 
therefore  he  cannot  be  heard  to  complain. 


1808. 


iirytcmeiil. 


ViCfK-CHANCElXOB  SiB  W.  PAGE  WOOD:— 

If  this  point  had  escaped  my  attention  when  the  case     tmdgmmd* 
was  first  opened,  I  should  have  thought  it  right  to  take         ""^ 
time  to  consider  my  judgment  upon  it ;  but  certainly  it 

(a)  SheUey  y  WesdnvkCy  Jac.  266. 

(b)  Hope  V.  ffope,  22  Beav.  351 ;  s.  c.  4  D.  M.  G.  328. 

(e)  21  k  22  Vict.  c.  93. 
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must  have  struck  any  one  who  has  had  to  consider  ques- 
tions of  this  nature,  that  the  course  taken  by  the  Flainti£Gs 
is  novel,  with  reference  to  the  mode  of  obtaining,  at  so  early 
a  stage,  a  decision  on  a  point  of  such  importance ;  and  I 
felt  more  or  less  pressed  by  the  argument  of  Sir  Fiizivy 
Kelly^  that^  although  in  many  instances  which  have  come 
before  the  Court,  very  large  interests  have  been  involved 
in  the  determination  of  a  similar  question,  and  although  it 
must  often  have  been  a  matter  of  vital  importance  to  fami- 
lies to  obtain  a  definitive  decision  at  the  earliest  possible 
moment,  yet  such  a  course  as  this  has  never  been  suggested 
before,  or  at  all  events  has  never  been  carried  into  execu- 
tion. I  waited,  however,  to  know  what  particular  course  of 
defence  the  Defendants  might  adopt,  and  therefore  I  did 
not  think  it  right  to  call  this  point  to  the  attention  of 
Counsel  For  aught  I  knew,  the  Defendants  might  have  been 
equally  anxious  to  have  the  status  of  this  child  finally  deter- 
mined now,  because  it  seems  to  me  that  it  would  be  better 
for  him,  so  £Eur  as  regards  any  interest  that  justice  could  ac- 
knowledge, to  have  his  position  fixed  at  once,  rather  than 
that  he  should  grow  up  to  riper  years  and  have  his  educa- 
tion conducted  upon  an  uncertain  footing,  when  the  result 
of  that  determination  may,  to  a  certain  extent,  aSect  his 
whole  status  and  career.  I  say  any  interest  which  justice 
could  acknowledge,  because  of  course  I  could  not  take  into 
consideration  the  possible  interest  that  the  child  might 
have  in  the  truth  becoming  obscured  by  the  failure  of  evi- 
dence at  a  future  time :  that  cannot  be  urged  as  a  legal 
consideration  why  the  Court  should  not  come  at  once  to  a 
conclusion. 


The  cases  cited  by  Sir  FUzttyy  Kelly  do  not  seem  to 
present  any  obstacle  to  this  view  of  the  subject  They  are 
merely  instances  in  which  the  Courts  of  Common  Law  have 
said—"  We  will  not  allow  the  forms  of  justice  to  be  trifled 
with  by  having  fictitious  cases  brought  before  us ;  we  are 
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not  courts  of  advice,  but  tribunals  to  decide  practical  ques- 
tions : "  and  therefore  they  have  set  their  £Bkces  against  ficti- 
tious cases  of  the  nature  described.  This  Courts  no  less  than 
the  Courts  of  Common  Law^  would  refuse  to  entertain  cases 
of  that  natura  I  am  afraid,  indeed,  that  it  is  frequently 
made  the  instrument  of  advertising  fancy  articles,  through 
the  medium  of  motions  for  injunctions,  in  cases  where  it 
must  be  evident  that  the  Court  will  not  interpose;  and  in 
such  cases,  which  bear  more  analogy  to  those  cited  than 
the  present  does,  I  think  some  test  of  bona  fides  might  well 
be  adopted.  But  though  the  Court  would  not  interfere  if 
there  really  were  no  case  to  be  tried,  and  it  were  aware  of 
that  fact,  still,  it  will  not  refuse  to  exercise  its  undoubted 
jurisdiction  upon  a  point  legitimately  before  it,  merely 
because  the  determination  of  that  point  will  involve  im- 
portant interests  of  far  greater  magnitude  than  the  question 
at  issue  between  the  parties.  One  may  easily  conceive  in- 
stances in  which,  without  any  previous  arrangement  for  the 
purpose,  the  decision  of  a  comparatively  trifling  matter 
might  involve  consequences  of  the  gravest  possible  interest 
to  the  parties  concerned. 


1868. 
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But  then  it  is  said,  that,  though  in  this  case  there  are 
great  interests  at  stake,  still  the  Bill  merely  asks  for  the  ad- 
ministrs^tion  of  a  trust,  not  bona  fide  created,  but  avowedly 
adopted  for  the  express  purpose  of  raising  this  question; 
and  it  is  urged  that,  as  this  trust  is  merely  a  pretext  for 
arriving  at  the  desired  conclusion,  this  Court  ought  not  to 
carry  it  into  effect  Now  the  class  of  cases  alluded  to  by 
the  SoUcUor-General  bears  a  striking  analogy  to  the  pre- 
sent on  this  point.  Those  cases  were  examples  of  that 
which  is  the  constant  practice  of  this  Court — ^namely,  of 
deciding,  when  necessary,  questions  which  arise  collaterally 
to  the  issue  before  it;  even  when  the  matter  on  which 
it  has  to  exercise  its  jurisdiction  has  been  expressly 
created  for  the  purpose  of  raising  the  larger  and  graver 
question.    There  cannot  be  a  stronger  instance  than  the 
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1868^  casoB  where  the  rights  of  parents  over  their  children  have 
been  dealt  with.  And  this  has  been  done  in  the  case  of 
children  who  have  been  made  wards  of  Court  notoriously 
for  the  purpose  of  taking  the  child  away  firom  its  mother, 
or  of  having  the  child  brought  up  in  a  faith  different  from 
that  of  its  surviving  parent  The  case  of  Alicia  Baee, 
before  the  Vice-Chancellor  Ki/nder8ley(a),  is  a  striking 

(a)  This  case  appears  not  to  petition,  the   affidavits  filed  on 

have  been  reported  at  the  time,  the  occasion,  and  the  notes  in  the 

The  following  note  has  been  com-  Registrar's  Book, 
piled  from  the  allegations  in  the 

In  bb  Auoxa  Ra.ce,  an  Infiuit. 
Lamman  Eaoe^  the  father  of  the  Infant  in  this  case,  was  a  Sergeant 
of  Marines,  who  was  killed  at  the  battle  of  the  Ahna,    He  was  a 
member  of  the  Church  of  Enghnd;  but  his  wife,  the  respondent 
AUcia  Bafi$^  was  a  Boman  Catholic 

Lamman  Race,  by  his  will,  appointed  his  wife  sole  legatee  and 
ezecutriz,  ^MMing  folly  c<mfident  that  she  will  do  justice  to  my 
two  children  as  a  wife  and  mother.**  He  left  no  specific  directions  as 
to  the  manner  of  their  education,  or  the  religion  in  which  he  desired 
them  to  be  brought  up. 

The  two  children  mentioned  in  the  will  consisted  of  the  petitioner, 
who  at  the  time  of  her  father's  death  was  aged  about  ten  and  a  half 
years,  and  a  boy,  John^  then  aged  about  twelve. 

In  the  year  1S55,  John  was  placed  at  the  Sailors*  Orphan  Boys* 
School  at  Woodstock^  and  AUcia  was  sent  to  the  Sailors*  Orphan 
Homo  at  Hampstead, 

Early  in  October,  1856,  the  respondent  A,  Bact  applied  to  the 
Huthorities  of  the  boys*  school  for  her  son,  and  he  was  on  such 
application  given  up  to  her. 

On  the  2drd  October,  1856,  she  made  a  similar  application  for  the 
Petitioner ;  but  the  Petitioner  showing  great  reluctance  to  go  to  her, 
and  expressing  a  strong  wish  to  continue  at  the  Home,  and  be 
educated  as  a  Ftotestant^  Mrs.  Clarke^  the  matron  of  the  Home,  re- 
fused to  give  her  up. 

It  was  admitted  that  the  object  of  the  Respondent  was  to  educate 
both  her  children  as  Boman  Catholics. 

The  Respondent,  immediately  upon  such  refusal,  applied  to  the 
Court  of  Quecn*s.  Bench  for  a  writ  of  Habeas  Corpus,  directed  to  the 
said  Mrs.  Clarke  ,*  and  on  the  argument  on  the  return  of  the  said  writ, 
that  Court,  on  the  17th  January,  1857,  directed  the  Petitioner  to  be 
given  up  to  her  mother,  the  Respondent  A.  jRoce,  as  her  guardian  of 
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instance  of  this.    How  can  I  then  escape  from  determining        1863. 
who  are  the  objects  of  this  trust,  because  I  have  a  sus- 
picion, or  even  because  I  know  it  as  a  fact,  that  the  father 

nurture  (Meg.  v.  Clarke,  7  B.  &  B.  186).  On  the  29th  January,  1867,  the       Jwi^ment. 

sum  of  £21. 6*.  Consols  was  transferred  into  the  name  of  the  Petitioner 

A,  Baee  and  another,  in  trust  for  the  said  Petitioner ;  and  on  the  same 

day  a  suit  of  -Race  v.  Race  was  instituted  by  a  person  named  Pinkhom, 

aa  next  friend  of  the  Petitioner,  against  the  Respondent.  This  Bill  was 

afterwards  amended  by  adding  a  Defendant;  but  no  further  steps 

were  taken  therein.    On  the  7th  February,  1867,  this  Petition  was 

presented  in  the  suit;  but  it  was  afterwards  amended  by  intitling  it 

as  above,  and  it  prayed  for  a  deckration  that  the  Petitioner  should 

be  brought  up  as  a  Protestant,  and  thai  a  scheme  for  her  education 

should  be  settled  by  the  Court. 

Several  affidavits  (setting  forth  the  above  facts,  and  many  others 
not  material  to  the  present  purpose,)  were  filed  in  support  of  and 
against  the  Petition ;  and  the  undertaking  mentioned  in  the  order  was 
l^ven ;  and  the  signatures  thereto  duly  verified  by  affidavit. 

The  Petition,  along  with  a  motion  in  the  suit,  was  heard  before 
Ihe  "^ce-Ghancellor  KnfDSBSLBTy  on  the  Uth  Februaiy,  1867,  when 
the  ibUowuig  Order  was  made  :-- 

On  the  Petition  of  the  Plaintiff,  by  James  Pinkhom  her  next        Order. 
friend,  and  on  motion  this  day  made  by  Mr.  Bailey y  Mr.  EUii,  and  Mr.  -—.  * 

Hodden,  of  eounsel  for  the  Petitioner,  and  upon  hearing  Mr.  Bagskawe, 
Sen.,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  Jan.,  of  Ck>unsel  for  the  Bespondent  AUeia 
Baee,  and  upon  reading  [certain  evidence  therein  mentioned,  and 
particularly]  an  undertaking  signed  by  Edward  Henry  Bickersteth, 
WiOiam  JDvgmore,  John  Edward  Woodroffe,  John  Oumey  Hoare, 
and  Bohert  Phmee,  to  clothe,  educate,  and  maintain  the  Plaintiff 
Ahda  Race  during  her  minority,  or  imtil  fiirther  order :  This  Coubt 
DOTK  nxcLABE  that  Alida  Race,  the  infant  in  the  Petition  named, 
ought  to  be  brought  up  as  a  Protestant,  and  not  as  a  Roman  Catholic. 
And  the  said  Edward  Henry  Biekerstelh,  WiUiam  Dugmore,  John 
Edward  Woodroffe,  John  Oumey  Hoare,  and  Robert  Prance,  by  their 
Counsel,  undertaking  jointly  and  severally  that  they  will  to  the  extent 
of  £26  per  annum  maintain  the  said  Alicia  Race  in  a  manner  suitable 
to  her  present  station  in  life  during  her  minority,  or  until  fiirther 
order  of  this  Court;  and  also,  by  their  Counsel,  undertaking,  if  the  Court 
should  require  it,  to  execute  any  deed  or  covenant  for  effectuating  that 
purpose  :  It  is  obdsbed  that  a  proper  person  or  persons  be  appointed 
the  guardian  or  guardians  of  the  said  Alicia  Race  during  her  minority, 
or  until  the  further  order  of  this  Court.  Airn  it  is  obbeked  that  all 
persons  shall  have  liberty  to  apply  to  this  Court  as  there  may  be 
occasion.— '12<r.  Lib.  B,  1866,  p.  420. 
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1863.        made  this  settlement  on  purpose  to  raise  the  question, 
Gurnet       whether  or  not  a  particular  child  is  one  of  his  family^ 

r, 

GCKMXT* 

The  strongest  way  of  putting  it  is,  that  you  might  allow 

"*^^™"** '  the  peace  of  fiunilies  to  be  disturbed  by  some  stranger,  who 
might  make  a  settlement  of  this  sort  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  having  it  decided  whether  one  or  other  of  the 
members  of  the  family  against  whom  he  had  some  personal 
antipathy  were  legitimate  or  illegitimate ;  and  such  a  case 
as  that  would  be  analogous  to  the  celebrated  wager  case 
concerning  the  sex  of  the  Chevalier  D'Eon  (a),  which  the 
Courts  of  law  refused  to  entertain^  and  to  the  case  to  which 
I  alluded  during  the  argument^  where  this  Court  struck 
out  of  the  provisions  made  for  the  children  of  a  family 
a  limitation  giving  over  the  share  of  one  of  the  ladies, 
against  whom  there  was  no  imputation,  in  case  she  should  be 
found  to  have  been  guilty  of  an  illicit  connexion.  I  think  the 
answer  given  to  this  by  the  Solicitor^  General  is  the  true 
one ;  the  Court  must  deal  with  such  cases  when  they  arise, 
and  according  to  the  special  circumstances  of  each.  Nothing 
that  I  decide  now  will  affect  the  case  of  a  mere  stranger  creat- 
ing a  trust  of  this  description  for  the  express  or  presumable 
purpose  of  disturbing  the  peace  and  happiness  of  a  &mily 
with  which  he  has  no  connexion.  I  have  here  the  case  of  a 
father,  who,  with  good  reason,  disputes  the  legitimacy  of  a 
child  who  has  been  bom  during  the  time  that  the  mother 
was  still  his  wife ;  he  has  other  children,  and  he  considers 
it  of  the  deepest  importance,  (and  no  one  can  dispute  that 
it  is  so,  not  only  for  the  other  children  but  for  this  unhappy 
infant  himself,)  that  he  should  know  exactly  what  the 
state  of  the  family  is,  and  whether  there  are  two  or  three 
children  who  are  to  be  deemed  his  children.  A  more  legi- 
tinutte  object  cannot  easily  be  conceived. 

Then  this  settlement  is  made,  and  I  am  asked  by  the 

(a)  De  Costa  y.  Jones,  Co>vp.  720. 
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two  infimts  to  execute  the  trusts  thereof.    It  is  greatlj  to        1868 
the  interest  of  the  Plaintiffs  that  the  question  should  be 
determined,  and  there  is  nothing  to  interfere  with  their  right 
of  having  their  interest  in  the  fund  ascertained^  and  ascer- 
tained at  once. 

The  mode  of  meeting  this,  which  has  been  proposed^  I 
could  not  listen  to  for  a  moment.  The  guardian  of  this 
child  says,  "  I  will  provide  such  a  sum  as  will  put  this  child 
in  as  good  a  position^  pecuniarily,  as  he  could  be  placed  in 
by  the  Court,  and  then  I  will  consent  that  the  infant 
Plaintiffs  are  to  have  this  fund  applied  solely  to  their 
use,  and  they  will  thus  have  all  they  can  have  a  right 
to  ask."  If  I  were  to  allow  that  to  be  done,  it  would 
be  simply  to  stultify  all  the  proceedings  of  the  Court: 
it  would  be  saying,  that^  where  the  fund  was  small,  the 
action  of  the  Court  could  be  bought  off;  but  that  if  the 
sum  were  too  large  for  that  course  to  be  convenient,  say 
£20,000  instead  of  £2000,  then  the  suit  must  take  its 
course.  Obviously,  the  Court  could  never  be  a  party  to 
any  baigain  of  that  kind :  the  matter  must  be  determined, 
and  determined  according  to  the  strict  rights  of  the  parties. 

I  was  struck  at  the  time  with  one  remark  of  Sir  Fitzray 
Kelly,  with  reference  to  the  course  taken  by  the  Legislature 
in  allowing  suits  for  declaration  of  legitimacy,  but  not  for 
declaration  of  illegitimacy ;  and  he  based  upon  that  an 
argument,  that  it  was  not  intended  that  there  should  be 
any  power  in  any  Court  in  this  coimtry  to  make  a  declara- 
tion of  illegitimacy;  but  it  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  that 
contention,  to  point  out  that  a  declaration  of  legitimacy 
would  at  once  fix  the  status  of  the  party ;  it  would  be  a 
proceeding  in  rem,  conclusive  as  against  all  the  world; 
and  therefore,  when  a  totally  new  remedy  (a)  is  introduce 
ed,  the  Legislature  may  have  thought  it  a  disturbance 
of  the  peace  of  fisonilies  to  have  questions  of  illegitimacy 
(a)  21  &  22  Vict.  c.  93. 
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made  the  subject  of  a  special  proceeding :  at  the  same  time, 
Parliament  must  be  taken  to  have  been  aware  that  this  ques- 
tion must  continually  arise  incidentally  in  the  exercise  of 
the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  and  I  do  not  see  any 
indication  of  intention  on  their  part  to  interfere  with  that 
jurisdiction. 

For  instance:  any  collateral  relation  of  Mrs.  Chtmey 
might  die  to-morrow,  having  by  his  will  made  a  pro- 
vision for  her  children  exactly  in  the  terms  of  this  set- 
tlement ;  and  it  might  become  necessaiy  that  his  estate 
should  be  administered  in  this  Court,  and  as  ancillary  to 
that  administration  this  identical  question  would  have  to 
be  argued  and  determined.  Am  I  to  assume,  in  the  absence 
of  all  direct  expression  of  intention,  that  the  Legislature  in- 
tended to  deprive  this  Court  of  its  ancient  and  undoubted 
jurisdiction,  because  it  has  not  thought  fit  to  extend  to  this 
case  the  new  remedy  provided  for  the  converse  case?  I 
think  that  that  would  be  a  very  strange  and  unwarranted 
conclusion,  and  therefore  I  do  not  consider  that  there  is  any- 
thing in  the  late  Act  of  Parliament  which  ought  to  weigh 
with  the  Court  either  against  or  in  fistvour  of  this  proceed- 
ing. This  is  a  totally  different  spedes  of  jurisdiction ;  the 
decision  I  am  about  to  pronounce  will  not  be  binding  on  any- 
one except  the  parties,  and  will  not  be  conclusive  even  on 
them  in  a  proceeding  with  respect  to  any  different  trust. 
It  is  true  this  is  a  case  of  the  first  impression,  yet  it  is  not 
a  case  in  which  I  can  say  that  I  am  not  bound  to  exercise 
the  ordinary  jurisdiction  of  this  Court 

As  regards  the  fjACts^  it  may  be  said  that  the  cause  is  an  un- 
defended one ;  not  that  Counsel  have  not  firom  first  to  last 
done  everything  that  could  be  done  in  the  interest  of  this 
Defendant ;  but  that^  though  everything  has  been  done  to 
prove,  if  it  could  be  proved,  the  legitimacy  of  this  third  child, 
the  evidence  is  of  such  a  nature  that  Counsel  have  hardly 
attempted  to  argue  that  it  is  not  conclusive  against  such 
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l^itimacyy  provided  only  the  Court  can  entertain  the  ques-      ^  ^^ 
tion  at  all. 


[His  Honour  then  considered  the  evidence  in  some  de-      " 
tail,  and  came  to  the  conclusion  that  there  was  no  doubt  of      Judgment, 
the  illegitimacy  of  the  chUd.      The  case  was  a  much 
stronger  one  than  Morris  v.  Dainea  (a).] 

A  declaration  was  therefore  made  in  the  terms  of  the 
prayer  of  the  Bill  The  trustees  to  have  their  costs  out  of 
the  fund.    No  other  order  as  to  Costs. 

(a)  Ubi  sup.— flee  p.  211, 


Fe5.  im,  im. 

Will^Vetting 

DUNDAS  V.  WOLFE  MURRAY.  J^Zlh^ 

T  Income, 

HE  residuary  estate  of  the  Duchess  of  Leeds,  consisting  where  a  fond 

principally  of  certain  sums  of  stock,  stood  vested  by  her  will  ^^^^  ^^^ 

in  trustees,  subject  to  a  general  testamentary  power  of  ap-  »  ^^^\ 

pointment  in  the  survivor  of  her  two  granddaughters.  benefit  of  the 

objects  of  the 

Mra  Wdfe  Murray,  the  testatrix  in  the  cause,  was  the  SJ^gu^jie* 

surviving  granddaughter,  and  by  her  will,  dated  the  20th  of  ^®***^.J*^ 

December,  1856,  she  recited  the  power,  and  directed  that  terim  income, 

the  trustees  of  the  will  of  the  Duchess  of  Leeds  should,  from  gift  is  in  a 

and  immediately  after  the  decease  of  the  testatrix,  stand  at  a  fntn*^^^ 
possessed  of  the  said  stock  and  premises,  upon  trust  to  raise      Therefore, 

thereout  the  sum  of  0^6000,  and  to  pay  the  same  equally  po^^e^orap!  *" 

between  the  five  children  of  her  late  sister  Lady  Catherine  pointment  over 

a  fnnd,  atesta- 

Dwndas  (naming  them),  the  shares  of  such  of  them  as  were  triz  directed 
sons  to  be  paid  to  them  on  their  respectively  attaining  the  immediatdy 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  the  shares  of  such  of  them  as  I^^^^^Jkq^* 
were  daughters  to  be  paid  to  them  on  their  respectively  at-  and  to  pay  the 

same  eqaaUy 
between  five  nephews  and  nieces,  the  shares  of  sons  to  be  payable  on  t^ir  respectiTely 
attaining  twenty-one,  and  of  daughters  at  twenty-one  or  marriage  respectively,  with  benefit  of 
snnrivonhip,  and  upon  trust  to  apply  the  residae  for  the  benefit  of  certain  other  persons  :^ 

Hdd,  that  the  interests  vested  immediately  on  the  death  of  the  testatrix,  and  that  the 
nephews  nnd  nieces  were  entitled  to  the  interim  income  arising  from  their  respective  shares. 
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1863.  taining  that  age,  or  being  married,  ^hich  should  fint 
happen,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  between  such  five 
children  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  one  or  more  of  them 
being  a  son  or  sons  under  the  age  of  twenty-one  years,  or 
Statement,  being  a  daughter  or  daughters  under  that  age  without 
having  been  married.  And  upon  trust,  out  of  the  interest 
and  annual  income  arising  from  the  residue  of  the  said  trust 
funds  and  premises^  to  pay  certain  annuities ;  and,  subject  to 
the  payment  of  such  annuities,  upon  trust  to  pay  the  whole 
of  the  income  arising  from  the  said  trust  funds  and  premises 
unto  her  husband  James  Wolfe  Murray  for  life,  and  im- 
mediately after  his  decease  to  pay  and  divide  the  principal 
of  the  said  trust  funds  and  premises  equally  between  all  her 
children  by  her  said  husband,  except  an  eldest  or  only  son, 
living  at  the  time  of  her  decease,  the  shares  of  sons  and 
daughters  to  vest  at  twenty-one,  and  twenty-one  or  marriage 
respectively,  with  benefit  of  survivorship  among  the  said 
younger  children  in  case  of  the  death  of  any  before  attain- 
ing a  vested  interest ;  and  in  case  all  the  younger  children 
should  die  without  having  attained  a  vested  interest,  then  in 
trust  for  such  eldest  or  only  son;  and  in  case  of  the  death 
of  all  her  children  in  her  lifetime,  then  in  trust  for  the  said 
five  nephews  and  nieces,  to  vest  in  and  be  payable  to  them 
in  the  same  manner  and  with  the  like  benefit  of  survivor- 
ship as  thereinbefore  directed  with  respect  to  the  £6000  be- 
queathed to  them. 

The  testatrix  died  in  1857,  and  this  Bill  wa^  filed  by  the 
five  nephews  and  nieces  (all  infants),  to  obtain  a  declaration 
of  their  rights  in  a  sum  of  £5000,  which  had  been  set  apart 
to  answer  the  bequest. 


Argument.         ^r.  SpringaR  Thompson  for  the  Plaintiflfs  :— 

It  is  clear  that  the  gift  of  the  <£^5000  cieates  a  vested 
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mtdrest,  the  payment  only  being  postponed:  Chaff^ra  v. 
AbeU  (a),   WiUiams  v.  Clark  (6). 

Even  where  there  is  no  gift  except  in  the  direction  to  pay, 
a  survivorship  clause  is  sufficient  to  make  it  vested : — 
SmiOi£T  V.  Willock  (c)  ;  and  the  separation  of  the  legacy  is 
also  sufficient:  SauTidersY.  Vaviier(d),  Boddy  v.  Dawes  (e). 
That  being  so^  it  follows  that  interest  attaches.  Specific 
legacies  carry  interest,  although  the  enjoyment  may  be  post- 
poned. The  contrary  rule  applies  only  to  pecuniary  legacies : 
Achedey  v.  Hfheder  (/),  Tyrrell  v.  Tyrrdl  (g). 

Finally,  if  interest  is  not  held  to  be  payable,  there  is 
an  intestacy  pro  tanto. 

Mr.  TFo^(ZAottM  for  the  husband:-— 

The  gifts  are  not  vested  until  the  age  is  attained^  the  post- 
ponement being  on  account  of  the  position  of  the  legatees : 
Rermett's  Truata  (h),  HaH's  Truata  (i),  Wataan  y.Bayea  (k) : 
and  at  any  rate  the  interim  income  goes  to  the  husband,  not- 
withstanding the  alleged  severance  of  the  j?5000  by  force 
of  the  word  residue,  which  sweeps  in  everything :  Feating 
V.  Allen  (f). 

Mr.  C.  Parke  for  the  testatrix's  children  :«— 
Supposing  the  gift  to  be  vested,  I  submit^  that  where 
legacies  are  vested,  payable  in  future,  they  do  not  carry  in- 
terest This  is  a  universal  rule,  not  confined  to  pecuniary 
legacies,  and  only  departed  from  where  a  special  intention 
to  allow  interest  is  manifested,  or  where  the  postponement 
of  payment  is  the  act,  not  of  the  testator,  but  of  the  law. 
In  the  case  of  a  simple  legacy  to  an  infant,  the  law  post- 
pones payment^  and  interest  run&     Where  the  testator 


(a)  3  Jut.  677. 

(6)  4  D.  G.  &  S.  472. 

(c)  9  Ves.  283. 

(d)  Cr.  k  Ph.  240. 

(e)  1  KecD,  362. 


(0  5  Hare,  573. 


(/)  1  P.  Wms.  783. 
[g)  4  Ves.  1. 
Qi)  3  K.  &  J.  280. 
(0  3  D.  G.  &  J.  195. 
(A)  5  My.  k  Cr.  125. 
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himself  postpones  the  payment  till  majority,  no  interest  runs 
in  the  meantime.  It  may  be  said,  that  such  a  direction  by 
a  testator  is  mere  surplusage,  as  the  law  would  effect  the 
same  end ;  and  that^  being  surplusage,  it  must  be  rejected, 
and  the  case  treated  as]  one  of  postponement  by  the  law. 
But  that  this  is  not  so  appears  from  the  case  cited  on  the 
other  side  of  TyrreU  v.  Tyrrell. 

The  principle  clearly  applies  as  much  to  specific  as  to 
pecuniary  legacies:  Bristow  v.  Bristow  (a). 

Moreover,  this  is  not  a  specific  but  a  demonstrative  legacy. 
The  severance  of  the  fund  is  relied  on,  but  in  truth  the  will 
does  not  contemplate  immediate  severance,  and,  if  it  did, 
that  alone  would  not  be  conclusive.  Then  the  gift  of  residue 
does  not  carry  the  undisposed  of  income  to  the  first  taker, 
but  it  must  be  invested  as  part  of  the  capital  of  the  residue, 
the  income  of  the  investment  only  going  to  the  tenant  for 
life :  Howe  v.  Lord  Dartmovih  (6),  Holgate  v.  Jennmga  (c), 
Crawley  v.  Orawley  (d) ;  therefore,  either  as  a  contingent 
legacy,  or  as  a  vested  postponed  legacy,  subject  to  the  or- 
dinary rule  as  to  interest,  this  gift  does  not  carry  interest. 

[He  also  cited  Taylor  v.  Frdbiaher  (e),  WUmot  v.  Wil- 
mot  (/),  Harries'  Trusts  Ig),  Cambridge  v.  Rous  (A).] 

Mr.  Hemings  for  other  Defendants. 

Mr.  Thompson  in  reply. — There  are  ample  special  cir- 
cumstances, if  they  are  needed,  to  make  the  gift  carry  in- 
terest. There  is  a  clear  severance  of  the  fund,  and  there 
would  be  an  intestacy  if  interest  were  not  allowed,  for  the 
residue  clearly  does  not  include  the  income  under  the  words 
of  this  will,  but  means  only  the  whole  property  less  the 
£5000.  There  is  no  residuary  gift  in  the  proper  sense  of 
the  word. 


(fl)  5  Beav.  289. 
(6)  7  Ves.  137. 
(c)  24  Beav.  G2d. 
id)  7  Sim.  427. 


(e)  5  D.  G.  &  S.  191. 
(/)  8  Ves.  10. 
Or)  Johns.  199. 
(A)  8  Yes.  12. 
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Hart's  7*int«te  does  not  touch  the  case,  as  there  is  no  in- 
tention here  to  appoint  the  whole  strictly  as  residue. 


1863. 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

.This  case  (which  was  extremely  well  argued  on  both 
sides)  raises  a  question  on  the  construction  of  a  will  made 
by  Mrs.  Wdfe  Mwray  by  virtue  of  a  power.  The  power 
which  was  created  by  the  will  of  the  Duchess  of  Leeds,  en- 
abled Mrs.  Wolfe  Murray,  the  testatrizi  in  the  events  that 
happened,  to  appoint  by  will  the  residuaiy  estate  of  the 
Duchess,  subject  to  the  interest  of  Lady  Cathervae  Mdville 
in  one-third  of  the  income  during  certain  lives.  Mrs.  Mur* 
ray,  by  her  will,  after  reciting  the  power,  directs  the  trustees 
of  the  Duchess  of  Leeds  to  hold  the  fund  upon  trust,  to  raise 
£5000,  and  to  pay  the  same  equally  between  the  five 
children  of  her  sister,  the  shares  of  such  of  them  as  were 
sons  to  be  paid  to  them  on  their  respectively  attaining  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  and  the  shares  of  such  of  them  as 
were  daughters  to  be  paid  to  them  on  their  respectively  at- 
taining that  age  or  being  married,  with  a  clause  of  survivor- 
ship ;  then  upon  trust,  out  of  the  income  of  the  residue,  to 
pay  certain  annuities ;  and  subject  to  the  payment  of  such  an- 
nuities, upon  trust  to  pay  the  whole  income  to  testatrix's 
husband  for  life ;  and  after  his  decease  to  pay  and  divide 
the  principal  ''of  the  said  trust  funds"  (it  is  to  be  ob- 
served, that  she  does  not  use  the  word  residue,)  equally  be- 
tween all  her  children  by  her  said  husband,  except  an  eldest 
son. 

There  is  a  gift  over  to  the  eldest  son  on  the  death  of  all 
the  younger  children  without  attaining  a  vested  interest,  but 
no  gift  over  on  the  death  of  all  the  children,  except  in  the 
event  of  their  dying  in  the  testatrix's  lifetime,  in  which 

XOU  I.  F  F 
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case  it  is  to  go  to  the  nephews  and  nieces  in  the  some 
manner  as  the  c£^5000. 

The  first  question  was,  whether  or  not  the*  ^^5000  was  a 
vested  interest  in  the  nephews  and  nieces,  and,  if  so,  then 
what  must  be  dono  witl^  the  income  accrued  thereon  during 
their  minorities  ;  or  whether  the  general  rule  as  to  legacies 
would  prerent  interest  running  until  the  period  when  one  of 
the  shares  would  be  payable  ?  A  subordinate  question  arose, 
whether,  supposing  the  income  not  to  be  otherwise  disposed 
of,  it  would  form  part  of  the  general  residue  as  a  fund  to  be 
capitalised,  or  whether  the  whole  would  go  as  income  to  the 
tenant  for  life. 

The  whole  scheme  of  the  will  seems  to  be  this :  the  £5000 
is  to  be  raised,  and  paid  equally  among  the  five  nephews 
and  nieces ;  and  then  at  the  end  of  the  will  is  added  a  clause 
which  carries  the  residue,  in  the  event  of  all  the  testatrix's 
children  dying  in  her  lifetime,  to  the  nephews  and  nieces^ 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  £5000. 

The  testatrix  does  not  give  d^lOOO  to  each  of  her  nephews 
and  nieces  at  twenty-one  or  marriage ;  but  she  takes  out 
of  the  whole  fund  the  sum  of  £5000,  then  directs  that  it  is 
to  be  paid  to  the  nephews  and  nieces  equally  ;  and  then 
goes  on  to  specify  the  times  of  payment  It  is  not  unimport- 
ant to  observe,  that  the  whole  is  taken  out  in  mass,  and 
that  the  direction  as  to  the  time  of  payment  is  in  a  subse- 
quent  branch  of  the  sentence.  After  all  this,  the  residue  is 
given  for  the  benefit  of  the  testatrix's  own  family.  I  am 
of  opinion,  therefore,  that  she  intended  to  make  a  complete 
and  immediate  separation  of  the  two  funds. 

There  is  no  doubt  that  if  this  had  been  the  case  of  a  simple 
legacy,  payable  at  twenty-one  or  marriage,  as  distingushed 
from  residue,  it  would  not  carry  interest ;  but  here  the  direc- 
tion is  given  to  the  trustees  of  the  Duchess  of  Leeds'  will,  and, 
as  was  observed  by  Lord  Cottenham  in  Sawiders  v.  Vautier, 


90WDJb7i88y  9fyi  »ji6a?Yj  oq^  jo  sjo^ooiip  q\{%  Xq  peunont 
s^soa  JO  BiiiquTOjiDO  joq-^oqM  'st  ©fireo  siq'^  ut  uopsanb  oqx 


•iCawIuioQ  ©q;  fjsui^Stj  p3Aion«sip  oq  (k>  ?q8no  pttB  '8i(y|99Jip 
eq>  !)8ini?S^  mve^  psnosJdd  i?  are  s^soo  osaq^^  'osvo  siq'^  m  og 

onb  111^990  oq?  ^snTOg-o  w  tiorj»B  ©q?  jo  srjsoo  ©qi  joj  rapp 
iCut?  OAt?q  •jou  j|iM  lonioijos  9q?  'paaoi^sai  oq  O!^  siCouoni  '\mj% 
oq?  saxmboj  pnu  'osnoq  eq^-so^isTpndoj  ?8tu?  onb  m?800  oq? 
uoq?  pun  '?8tu)  oq?  o?  jo?toi{08  oq?  iCq  popuojop  X||nj8800on8 
91  oi?i?  oq?  no  ?aoiu?ooro  tro  ?)iq?  pnii  'osnoq  pioqoseo|  ii  jo 
osr^qomd  oq?  ut  po?80Ant  oiv  siConom  ?6ni?  ?t2q?  osoddng 

^uom  oq?  o?m  SatoS  ?noq?m  osmojop  ?iiq?  no  ponoi  oAvq 
pinoqs  iCoq?  ^qSnojq  oJOAk  snoT?oi3  oq?  noqAi  puv  '\  sojta  iM?|n 
muL  89oniBnq  fnq?  ?vq?  M4a3[  Xoq?  '?aonx?nToddii  Jioq?  oiojoq 
onop  nooq  pvq  ssonisnq  oq?  jpi  ?«q?  osoddns  noAO  ?ng; 

•gOgI  •?00  ^  SJ0?T0T10S  osoq? 

JO  ?noni?n!odd«  oq?  jo  0?«p  oq?  pn«  'i,S8I  TIP  P«>^9ottooo 
?oa  croM  Bfiomsnq  onuvm  oqx  'iCnvdoiOQ  oq?  jo  noT?ni088Tp 
01]?  0?  nMop  ponni?noo  8«m  ssonisnq  siq?  ?«q?  'pomop 
?ou  SI  ?T  pn«  'siCw  noT?i?oj  oqj — 'stutvj  tiBnff  itg 

[l  8io?ioi|os  po?ntodd9  oJtoAi 
nomopnoS  osoq?  jo^'o  po?90go  ojoav  soioi|o j  onrjup^  osoq? 
JO  Sim  ?«q?  j^odd-B  ?i  sooq[ — -aonaoKVHO  aoiA  ^^l] 

•^{no  sio?oojip  oq?  raojj  oiip  s?soo  oq?  iC-ed  o?  iCut?dniOQ  oq? 
JO  iCononi  oq?  oti^b?  ?onnBO  noj^  •ao]?sonb  o|oqAi  sjq?  postui 
OAfiq  ppioii  08  op  0?  ?dnio??'o  iws  ?nq  5  aoi?nooxo  ni  no^i^? 
uooq  OAvq  ?q3nn  XnvdnxoQ  oq?  jo  iC?iddoj[d  oq?  'ivs  8?nop 

•AHSONVHO  NI  SHSYO 


•aiBvo 
s.KTjmoa 

OXT  OVTiiOH 
•KOO  aOMY 
XIMSDHJ   EH 


•898T 


gW' 


S,KTIfTIO(I 
QKY  QHTiiOH 

-K03  «OHT 

XUODH J  a^ 

•8981 


•989  'a  'b  8  (») 

paired  ^oq«j  ^n«^BUi  oq^  ^tiq   f  sojj^ — 'bvmvq  yBnjg  Jtg 
['3[0TKi  ^I  ^pntsq  aiojaq  poiaAODOJ  pnnj  eq^^  jo  :^no  8()S0D 

'iCaisdmoQ  eq:^  jo  f^v^  joj  )oa  '(iifonsq  Jioq)  Jtoj  paoaAOOdJ 
wojajoq;  TOjM  uorjw  eq!^  ui  pwaAooai  urns  aqj  puB  'spunj 
s/u^dmoQ  aq^  jo  ^no  pn?d  ^iiddoadmi  ^onom  aq^  90B|doj  o) 
^IWI  ^raoodq  p«q  sjcxpojip  oqij  t?/ip^  ^yj;  jo  awo  oq^  uj 

*dao3  81  naq  eqi^  papaeoxo  si  iC(|uoq)n9 
^«q*l  ^uoraora  ©q^  ^nq  *soop  oq  ]x«  joj  punj  ^sni^  oq:^  uo  uqx\ 
«  s«q  io!^iotxos  9q^  'XjiJoq(^n«  «iq  jo  odoos  qx^  niq^iAi  »|0«  aa^ 
-sn j^  oq^  8«  3uoi  ^  I  *^"^'4  P  qowjq  e^-Biaqiiop  «  jo  qoads 
-9J  m  paiitioni  sfsoo  o:^  pua^xo  nai|  ^-eq^  treo  iuioq  f  spnnj 
<^8nj^  aq^  no  uai[  "q  aAiiq  iCaq(^  (^«q^  si  (^i  aiojajaq:^  pnv  'saai^siu^ 
oq^l  ^nq  aiis  sia^oaJip  aq^  qaiq^  loj  'iCcradinoQ  aq(^  jo  ^nq 
siOfOGJip  aq^  JO  sjofpiios  aq^  %ovi  ajv  namai^naS  asaqj^ 

{ 98TU<^  V  0)  gio^ioiios  JO  sat^np 
pan  8!(q9u  aqi^   aje  i^vq^  'not^iBod  anjq    aq^  st  ^^q^l 

*am90  ajoqAL  aq^  uiaAoS 
in^  aidpnud  ano  *%x^^  mis  j  ji  'aoi^sanb  nt«m  ax{(^  tzq 

*8)80D  asaq'^  joj  ipm  <|on  op  om  pnii  'i^jnoQ 
aq*!  o^  ainoa  OAvq  asoo  Xan  m  ^snuz  dM.  :  noiir^a j  Jtio  si  %[ 

— :  Xjdai  m  Btuvt>o  n^nff  Jig 

'Ijiq  aq^  jo  ^saj  oq!^  jo  q^xis-aao  oi^  ^uiiora«  ^oa  op 
(6)800  asoq)  'bx^jo)  paMojpssip  sums  9i\%  jaq^^aSoi^pi  ni4 
aq:^  jo  ^no  s^soo  anuvm  aq(^  91[lj%9  noJi  ji  naA^  'maq:^ 
iC«d  ^snm  XirodmoQ  aq!^  ajojaiaq')  5  ^R  ^^>  £^  parei  bbal 
q^XLS-ano  troq^  ssa]  qonm  :  noi^i'^aj  9X{%  jo  sfsoo  aqf  o)  sy 

•(©)  2^^tttr!y 
'A  spiri  '  ^dnota  aq^  ^ot?q  pajaAooaj  OAvq  foa  ppaoo  (^o 


Iff 


'AHaoNVHo  Ni  sasvo 


VfiW  ''i^ff  1981  'a^W  Y;8  i''^>mS  ionMU«q3-00iA 
^Mioji  'X  mojpdvx — :  9)«p  JPHI  Jo  J^pjo  ui  noi^sdnb  ni  q]Tq  9J\% 
m  smo^  Jdiijva  aq)  jo  adjreqosip  m  s^ndui^vd  pros  a^)  dai^|dd«  jo 
dldpnud  aq^  uo  xidi\rt%  aq  o;  ^nnoaav  aq;  papajip  pu«  *aoi)«udojddii 
qans  MOf[B  o;  pasnjaj  9Jno[)  aq;  )nq  :  )jnoa  ui  panj  aq;.  uo  aSivqa 
e  S9  %mB  9tiq)  m  paxmaui  e^soa  aq;  i|b  aAiidf  o;  6«  os  'uoi^sanb  ui 
aao  aq;  u«q;  B;ins  jaq;o  jo  ^aadsai  ui  aaaM  qoiqM  si^iq  asoq;  ni  sma;T 
aq;  o;  *^[[«jaQa9  s^tq  ^auaSB  srq  jo  ;unoaov  uo  uiiq  o;  apom  uaaq 
pvq  qaiqM  8;namiCi3d  snoTjvA  a;vudojddv  o;  pa|;t;na  aq  o;  pauirop 
janoi;i;aj  aq;  *;aaip  Aji;uno3  srq  o;  paifnopq  ra  ;ins  aq;  m  ;jnoa  m 

V^J  9^  JO  ^^n™  OS  «o  %9Z  '8  'IZI  '^  i^IA  ^r-  ^  65)  PV  «wo;piiog 
oq;  ;o  suoisiAOjd  aq;  lapun  a^jvqa  «  dmure;qo  jo  asodind  aq;  joj  lo; 
-pHogi  uopuoq  «  iCq  pa;ua8ajd  s^m  uoi;i;ad  v  ajaqAi  'asvo  a;«| «  nj 

'U]v;oni  uia;i[ 
)8od  jivAajd  o;  uiaas  ;ou  saop  uopvrjdojddv  o;  sb  ajnj  fiiqx  (f ) 

^ds  JO  «9pi  aq'^  dpnpxd  o(^  sv  os  mot[(^  mojg  onp  ^^op  jdqp 
ou  TTOoq  p«T{  wdq'i  Smsoddns)  iCn^dtuoQ  oq^  ^wq^^  pa^;inip« 
oq  ^T  ji.  OS  op  xvso  oq  ^«q^  pd(^^traqns  si  f|  j — 'yfttu^/  mh[ 

[^  ^sn j^  JO  qovojq 
V  (y^^^ied  omooaq  iCqdJdq>  aq  i^oa  saoQ;  i  o^ajaq^  ^traoxXvd 
aq^  a^'Gudoiddt;  o^  iCipsogiaads  pa(^dma)^«  aA«q  sjoi^oajip 
aqij  aiaqA  uaAa  'uirep  ^-Bq*;  Ji'ed  o\  aiq«ii  A\pBi  sai^wl 
ox{%  ore  oqM  'sjopaiiQ  aq;  fq  spnnj  s,f uwIraoQ  aq^;  jo  ^no 
mrq  o^  piisd  Xanom  jo  mns  «  mrep  jauuoj  aq'^  jo  qnamiC'ed 
aq'^  0%  a;«udojddB  'papunoj  ]|aAL  sr  qoiqAi  rarop  v  osp  pu-e 
'AuidmoQ  aq;  qsnreS-B  qjoddns  ;onu'Bo  aq  qoiqii  rarep  tj  8«q 
aq  ^-eq^  SmAioii5[  'jo^pips  e  u«q— -HcmaoKyHO  aoi^.  oqx] 

•siq^  raojg  asBO  ^nejajjtp  XjaA  -b  si  !}t3qx  '^i  ai;wjdojddB 
ppoo  aaX-ed  9x\%  qaiqAV  a;  !^qap  |'e9a[  t?  s«iUL  aiaq^  ajaqi^ 
anop  aq  o%  %'ej\%  AKO\p  0%  pasnjai  ynoQ  aq^  pire  f99/liDd  9yj. 
puivSv  9V  noi%(yiesxrix\  snoTmsn  aq<;  o%  '\u9xxiA'Bd  aq<;  ai^Bud 
-ojdd«  o;  pa-^dmaj^u  s«ii  %i  pn-e  'i^saio^ni  snounsn  Snii[B^ 
JOJ  X';p5nad  «  loj  s«ii  uoi^o«  axfj  iffwjDj  'A  PlBuji  uj 

•(d)  uoiipB 
Xq  paiaAoodj  uaaq  aA-sq  f on  pinoa  qaiqM.  mrap  is  jo  i^aaxn 


Vtt9iafi5^fr 

8,11THTI0Q 
ajIT  OETAIOH 

-KOO  aOKY 

-sassy  sxr[ 
'6981 


•AUaOKYHO  NI  SaSYO 


Oft 


-iCvd  9\{%  o\  no  Ad  :  (p)99U0f  'a  todji^qj  :  spjVALid^ts  aaii(^  Xuv 
!(t3  08  op  IfBm  ea^vd  oq^  'omi!^  oi{%  %2  %UQxn£'9d  eq*^  a>Qud 
-ojddts  %ou.  98op  oaivd  eq*^  ji  'ost^o  aq^  ^on  si  yavp,  aioq^  (^nq 
f  3[0«q  paiaAOOdJ  oq  p|noo  mivp  qons  jo  oSivqosip  m  ^psaid 
-xa  opem  i^naniXvd  i?  aiaqAv  ^mivp  «  o^  !(naaiiCvd  juiaaoS  « 
o)Gudojddii  )onum  nojC  ()«q>  Saiaq  nor^oaii^STp  eq*^  'nop«ud 
-ojddv  JO  ^^oafqo  Jddoid  « 'diojaaoq:^  'aioa  s^soo  qong  'ypisc^ 
mdq'i  pdJOAOoaj  aAvq  !|oa  ppoo  iatidmoQ  aq*!  'sfsoa  aounai 
aq'^  JO  :)nnooav  uo  iCissaidxa  pi«d  aaaq  pvq  sums  asaq)  asod 
-dng  'pa^tsudojddv  iCii'BOi^ioads  ^on  puis  iCcnsdoiOQ  aq'i  iCq  sn 
0^  prcd  naaq  aA«q  qoiqii  sinnB  aq^  cr^soa  panoi^saiib  asaq)  jo 
^adCQiCisd  aq^  o^  a^radoaddv  <y\  paj^i^aa  oj'b  9/a  afiu  Ixvs  :^y 

'aouaasamlKns 
o\  SB  uonsanb  «  osp  uaaq  aA«q  pinoAi  ajaqjj — 'yjfiw.g  upf 

ps^iaaoiaiddns  aq:^  Xq  paino  ^^q*^  we^  „ — uaaq  aABq  ppioii 
uoi'^sanb  oq)  fsaiiA  isjipi  si  ssauisnq  auuisni  ^«q;  paap 
9i\%  JO  ao«j  QX{%  uo  jwp  sj  !>i— -HonaoKTHO-aoiA  ^^qx] 

'papaaaans 
aA«q  ppoAL  'uaifi}  ji  'aauajap  aq^  %'ex{%  rsQp  i^ou  som  i^j 

*aouaSiiSau  aq  o^  pm  aq  ^ouuvo  os  op  o^  uoissimo  aq^ 

ajojajaq^  f  ()jvd  Jtaq«(  no  Xi^np  jo  qonajq  «  uaaq  aAvq  p^noAi 

';ipaio  s/uvduiOQ  aq(^  jo  unu  urepaa  aq:^  o^  puB  'sio^oajip 

aq^  JO  qsui  aqi  <|sui«Sis  siq^  p«aid  o^  %ng^    "sajiA  vi^in 

SBAL  asoJB  uoipB  JO  sosuBd  aq*^  qoiqAi  jo  '>no  ssauisnq  aq;  )vq«( 

Suipnaid  '^ou  ui  aoua9i[Sau  jo  iC^find  aiaiii  sjc^iaqos  aq^  %'bx{% 

'fttmnSjy     pi«s  81  %i  %'Q\{%  'si  8)800  osaq^  JO  aainsiiO|i«  aip  o:^  uopoafqo 

'sr^        JO  pnnojS  iC[uo  aq)  pus  '(pa^^iuipv  si  sjo^ioiios  osaq)  jo 

(i^^^m!^     jaure^aj  Jiaq)  puB)  suoi)0«  asaq)  Saipuajap  ui  pagi^snf  *aioj 

*JKTJ        -aiaq)  'aaa^L  siofoajip  aqx  'Xu^duioQ  aq)  )suiv8b  uoi)iioaxa 

-ttflwv^'Mri    P"^  )uaija3pnf  uaaq  aA«q  ppoii  ajaqi  asiAuaq)o  'papuajap 

xiKa>iici  ^i£    naaq  aAvq  )snui  suopoB  aq)  i  ssauisnq  s/uvdmoQ  aq)  jo  adoas 

"^91        jadoid  aq)  uiq)m  )ou  jo  omal  )q8nojq  aiaM  suoi)a«  osaq) 

est  -iVHaoNVHo  Ni  sasvp 


•601  -0  n  'a  V  (f})  099  -jf)  ^'Kf  (»^ 

•qtrepadj 
•D(j  st?Ai  ^u^draoQ  oq-j  qoiqAv  nt  sasiso  oq-j  o^  sre  'uaqx 

•s^soo  aqi^  Suijf^d  (^noq-jiAV  uoip«  siq^  jo 
'igaadq  oq^  d-BW  o^  oj[«  Xaq-^  fjBq'^  i-es  o;  oiqissodoii  sx  ij  put? 
f  iCu-edraoQ  oq'^  o^  uveS  tj  ni  pa^|nsaj  Xn^nptJ  es«o  siqjQ 

•^uBdmoQ  aq-j  •^sm«2i5  osoqi^  raojj  ^ja^^iBdas  pajapis 
-uoo  oq  ^Bui  Xu-BdraoQ  oq^  iCq  noipB  oq^  jo  oetJD  oqj; 

— ;  umajjoff  cp  p.Ltmojj  •sjssajj 

[*Xavdino(;) 
aq^  fsni^Se  djqBniis^sns  si  sfianisnq  auTi^m  aq^  jo  sr^soa  aq*^ 
JOJ  *pi  *8i  IdOSF  JO  aSj^qo  stq(^  jaq^aqM  'si  apioap  o%  OAtjq 
I  'juiod  X[uo  aqx  'Mon  aui  ajojaq  ^ou  ajB  ^tmoooi8  qsBp  aq-^ 
uo  asijco  qoiqAL  saorjsaub  aq^ — -HOlTaoNYHO-aoiA  ®qj,] 

*paii0|]«  aq  ^onaoo  asaq'^  :  ssanisuq  aautein  aq^  jo 
3nnoao«  no  s^naniiC«d  jo  laqmna  v  sMoqs  qtmoooe  qs«o  aqjQ 
'{q)  wouuLj  'A  swuntj"  :  |njxVki3[an  svm  ^t  %'e}\%  ssanisnq  aq^^ 
3[oo(papim  iCaqi  uaqAi  Aidin[  iCaqjQ  'qav)(^v  wso  nai^  oa  ajoj 
-aiaq'i  pn«  'aiq^jaAoaajJi  qib  s^soa  aq^  'ssaaisnq  anuBui  aq^  O!^ 
sy  '(p)  92^d  fo  *'^y  ^Jio/ivjy  'A  pjoujuy  •iCj'jaajip  auop  OA-eq 
^oa  pinooiCaq*^  qoiqAiCpoaiipai  %'e\i%  op  'sio^ioqos  aqi^  o^  maq-^ 
i?aipu«q  Xq  'lOu  ppoo  iCaq:^  ajojaiaq!^  puu  f  spaap  aq-j  aSpajd 
0^  JdAiod  oa  pi8q  saA[asinaq'^  sjopajip  aqj^ — 'f^'^^X  *^H 


*tii9utn6jy 


['8.io:^[pajD  JO  iCpoq  |«JdnaS  aq*^  o^  iCi^iJOud  ni 

parareio  aq  pjiiOD  Xaq;  'ajq^^Tjd  aq  o^  s^soo  asaq*^  Saisoddns  g^nYjmoQ 

'jaq^aqM  uoi'jsanb  -b  aq  (jqSira  aiaq^  %^xi%  pttnojS  aq^  uo  uot(^  ^^^  aHTMon 

-oafqo  aqi  papixiaAO  jonaouuqo-aoi^  aq*^  !|nq  f  pj«aq  Suiaq  -koq  aoxr 

OAi-j^^uasaidaj  ^sjo^ipaio  aq-^  o%  paqoafqo  yooojjiji  -ipj]  xSj  an 

'dAiiv^aasajdaj  ^sjo^ipajo  oq%  iq;  'finjg  'ijn  -^^i 

i^aoNVHO  NI  sasvD  est 


•If  -a  3j  T  5  ('0 

-iCvd  9\{%  o\  no  Ad  :  {v)89UOf  *a  fodjiiij'  :  spjviiud^  aoiif^  iCiiv 
%xi  08  op  iCvxn  eaivd  oq^  'ami^  oq^  !^v  ^udmiCvd  eq*^  o^Qud 
-ojddt;  (^oa  9dop  OQJivd  eq^  ji  'ofnso  oq^  }on  si  y^n^  aieq^  i^nq 
i  3[0vq  pajdAOOdJ  aq  p|noo  mvep  qons  jo  a&reqo6ip  ui  iC^ssaid 
-xa  opeui  !^tiamX«d  i?  ojaqAv  ^niisp  «  of  ^naai^vd  juiaaoS  « 
o^BudoiddB  fonuBO  nojC  q«q>  Saiaq  noi^oui^sip  oq^  'uoi-jwid 
-ojddB  JO  i^oafqo  Jddoid  «  'aiojajoq^  'aiaAi  s^soa  qong  'ypisc^ 
maqf  paaaAOoai  aA«q  i^oa  ppioo  iatidmoQ  aq^^  's^soa  oaunin 
aq*^  JO  !|anoaav  no  iCissaadxa  pi«d  naaq  pvq  sums  asaq)  asod 
-dng  'pa^vudojdd'B  iC^voifioads  !|on  pn^  AwsdmoQ  aq^  iCq  sti 
0%  pi«d  naaq  aA«q  qaiqii  sinnB  aq^  8^ soo  panoi^saub  asaq)  jo 
fudiniCisd  aqf  O}  a^isudoaddn  o'^  papi^aa  aj'e  9ai  a)i3j  ixvs  :^y 

'aonaasambav 
0}  ssnoifsanb  9  osju  naaqaAVq  pinoAi  aidqx — 'yf}'^^8  '^Vl 

le^aaoiaiddns  aq^  Xq  paino  f^q'^  toj^  „ — uaaq  aA-eq  ppOAk 
noi'^sanb  aq)  fsaJiA  iss\\ti  si  ssanisnq  aauiiai  ^vq;  paap 
aq^  JO  aoBj  aq^  no  j»ap  si  %i — •nonaoKTHO-aoi  j^  «^qx] 

'papaaaans 
dA«q  p]noAL  'na^}  ji  'aanajap  aq^  %isi{%  rsop  i^on  sqal  %i 

'donaSfiSan  aq  o%  pm  aq  qonnva  os  op  o)  noissimo  aq^^ 

ajojajaqf  5  '^xod  jl\9X{%  no  Xi^np  jo  qavaaq  «  naaq  aAvq  pjnoM 

';ipaio  s^OTsdraoQ  9\{%  jo  nini  nropaa  aip  of  pn«  'siof  oaaip 

oq^  JO  qsiM.  aqi  fsnnsSts  siq^  p«d[d  o;  i^ng[    *8aju  «i)|n 

SBAi  asojB  noipB  jo  sasn^a  aq)  qoiqM.  jo  '>no  ssaaisnq  aq)  %'BJ{% 

Snip^ajd  !^on  ni  aonaSi^San  jo  Xqind  aiaiii  sic^ laqos  aq^  %'ei{% 

'fU9umBjy     pcBS  81  %i  '\'si{%  'si  8)800  osaqf  JO  aan«iiO|p  aqi^  o:^  noi^oafqo 

•«To        JO  ponojS  iCpo  aq-^  pn»  *(pa))inip«  si  sjo^^iaiios  aaaq^^  jo 

R.immo(i     janre^aj  Jiaq^  pn«)  snojp*  asaqt^  Saipuajap  m  pagi^snf  'aaoj 

•JKTJ        -ajaqf  'ojoai  sio^oaiip  aqx  •iuBdraoQ  aq;  fsniuSe  nopnaaxa 

-Hn««v*'Mri    P^^  fnaiuSpnf  naaq  aA«q  pinoii  ajaqi  asuuaipo  'papaajap 

xiji!Dii J  ai£    naaq  aAt;q  (^nm  snoipB  aq;  1  ssanisnq  s/n^moQ  aq;  jo  adoas 

'^'^^9^      jadoid  aq;  niq^iAi  fon  jo  aiaAL  (^qSnojq  aiaM  snoi^av  asaq^ 

est  -iVH^coNVHo  NI  sagvp 


•801  '0  'K  'a  V  (*?)  098  -JO  >?  K  f  W 

qoiqAi  JO  (padsoa  m  sja^^tjw  Dip  loqiaqAV  psuo^Brarai  si  '^i 

•!^trepadj 
•o(j  SUM  ifuudiuoQ  Q\{%  qoiqAv  nt  sastjo  oq-j  o*^  ffB  'uaqx 

•s^soo  ^J{%  SuiiC-BcI  (^noq-jiAv  uopo«  siq*^  jo 
^gaaaq  qi\%  disdj  o^^  oj«  iCaq^^  ^cq*^  £'es  o;  aiqissodmi  sx  ')i  put? 
f  iCu«drao3  oq!^  o^  nps3  tj  ni  pa^insai  Xij-enptJ  os«o  siqjQ 

•^iredmoQ  oq*)  !^smvS«  osoq"^  raojj  ^jaq-Bjedas  paiapw 
-UOD  oq  ^Biu  iwBdmoQ  qti%  Ac[  noipB  aq^  jo  astjo  oqj; 

— :  urmijioq  cy  p.ovcnojj  •sjssajj 

[*iCcraduiO(;) 
9q(^  )sni«St3  diqBui'B^sns  si  ssduisnq  ouij^m  9q^  jo  s^^soo  dq^ 
JOJ  'px  •»!  Z663^  JO  o9a«qo  siq-^  loqpqAi  'si  oppap  o%  OAtjq 
I  'juiod  ^[uo  aqx  'Aiou  oui  ojojaq  (joa  ajre  -^unoooB  qs«o  aq-^ 
uo  asiji3  qoiqAi  saorjsanb  aqx — •HonaoNYHO-aolA  »qj,] 

*pAAO|]v  aq  ^onnm  asaq'^  :  ssaaisuq  anutein  oq^  jo 
^nnooov  no  s^uaniXvd  jo  laqmnn  v  SAioqs  '^unooov  qs^o  aqjQ 
•(9)  moutUjf  'A  spuTXtj  :  pjAkisian  sum  %i  ^Bq-^  ssanisnq  oq'^ 
Hoo^papun  iCaq]  uaqM.  Aiami  iaqj  'qoB^^v  ireo  uai|  ou  ajoj 
-ajaq'l  pn«  'a[q«jaAoaaxii  aiQ  s^soo  aq^  'ssaaisnq  anuBui  aq;  O!^ 
sy  •(©)  9200 J  fo  *'0.y  'do^vjji  -a  pjoujuy  •/['jaajip  auop  OABq 
^on  pjnooifaq'^  qoiq/Aif jpaiipai  %^\i%  op  'sio^ioijos  aqi  0^  luaqi 
8aipuisi[  iCq  'ion  ppioo  ^aq-;  aiojaiaq^  puB  f  spaap  aq-j  aSpa^d 
o^  jaAVod  oa  pt?q  saAyasinaq'^  sjopaiip  aqj^ — *fiv}f  'iji 


'tu9mnSjy 


[sjo^ipajD  JO  Xpoq  jwauaS  aq-^  0^  it^uoud  ui 

pDttiitJp  oq  p'-^-^*^'u  ^a[q^Aud  oq  o:^  s^^soo  asaq";  8msoddns  9^nvrca?oa 

*j.>q^oqAi.  uop                   qSim  aaaq;  -jTjq^  pttnojS  aqij  no  uoi^  ^^  anrMOH 

>  9qi  -                     x>a^r                   ^jnq  f  pj-eaq  3uiaq  -koo^^Ioxt 

.said                       IT                       y^o^^JJl'iK]  xSj"«',7 

^  JOJ  '/?©jy  -jji  "^^ 

88t 


•(»)  Duwq  'A  PlOu^ii  'Q[c\moA009ui  osoq!»  o;  !^ou  '9iqi3^vd 
^[jodojd  s)S03  ai];  o)  s^naoiiC^  oq^  9>'eudojdd«  Hiai  avi  9\{% 
'uiB^oui  rao)i|  o^uu  jC-^i^d  laq^jia  iCq  op«m  Xipsogioads  ttaaq 
SuiA-eq  uoi^BudojddtJ  ojsj — uop^iidojddij  jo  ^mod  qx[%  uq 

*6dJIA  Vl%[Xi 

St?  ptOA  woAi  soioi^od  oqj  ijisq';  Saip«aid  (^ou  ni  ooaoBiiSoa 
JO  iCi|inS  OJOM  XDq-^  'iCuisduioQ  eq'^  (jsareSB  ^qSnojq  suoip« 
o\\\  puajop  o\  pasuoq^tiB  iCpedojd  ojoal  iCoq^  ji  n9Ag 

-jvas  aouimoo  aq:^  aapnti  sjdnns^oi  on 
OJB  oiaqi  loj  'i(u«duiOQ  qi{%  Xq  lou  f  os  op  o^  laMod  ou  pcq 
iCoq-^  joj  'sio^oaiip  ox{%  ifq  ^oa — saoire^sai  esoq^  jo  £m  m 
OS  op  o;  pdsuoq'^nv  iCjiddoid  ojoii  joAdu  Xaq^  pan  'saoc^oQ 
Sauq  0%  sjo^^pqos  asuoq^nn  (^oa  saop  jauio^aj  {TUdaeS  y 

'paMoji'^p  aq  pjnoqs  s^soa  onuvin  asaqx 
tumnSjy      qx\^  joj  '(miq  q-^iAv  '-Q-f)  'suj/iVQ  'qBnff  Jig)  /J.(^  uj^ 


•Mnro 
aKT  (niTAioH 

-KDO  ■OMV 

-wnwy  ''^n 


•C98I 


Z8f 


*}jno3  o^xn  AxaqnivqQ  mojj  potunolpts  sisai  asreo  aqx 

'jdAOOOJ  ion  ppnoD  Xaq;  qoiqi/i  (iCais  ji)  sr^soa  9q<^  o)  s^nemX^d 
psjauoS  aqi  a^radojddn  o^  papi-^na  aiaAi  Xaq*^  i«qx  "8 

'saoi^on  qons  ai  ^ ,  pdAjasaid 
10  pajaAooai,,  iCiaAipadsai  oZiy  pa«  'tfoi  1619P  P  ^^^^ 
aqi  no  saSjvqo  piioeds  o^  pai'^pna  ajdM.  Rq\\\  'iC[dAiioad8aj 
f  pu-B  \  -80^  suoti^OB  aqi  jo  s^soo  aqi  spjBSoj  sis  'luqx  'g 

'PS  '^11  8tfSa^  ®IoqAi  eqi  JOj 
sinauinoop  aqi  no  naij  'g  oi  pa[iiiaa  aiaii  iCaqi  i«qx  'I 

— ^papnainoa  'pn«q  jaqio  aqi  no  'sinapuodsag  aqx 

'pa^ljaa  uins  aqi  jo  isai  aqi 
}0  luamXisd  no  txoissassod  jxaqi  m  sinaumoop  aqi  dn  oai8 

AHaONVHO  NI  sasYO 


oj  paidpjo  oq  o%  !^q3no  s^aopuodsajj  oq^  %'e\{%  pa«  ^paAiojiB 
-Bip  iCnoqA  aq  ck^  !^q8uo   -pj  -^x  Ze&T  ^q**  ^«q'^  pepn©^ 

•xfll«iaua3 
si|iq  xio\{%  JO  '^unooo«  uo  o^uopaodsa^  eq-^  o^  iCawTuioQ  oq-j 
Jq  pitxl  aiur>  (K^  ouiT^  raojj  uaaq  pBq  'pa^^^g  ijon  otai  qoiqAv 
JO  junouiB  oq(j  'srans  ojqwapisaoo  ^«q^  pdjtjoddv  oq«  i^j 

*98imojdiuoo 
«  ui  pa^iinsaj  ost?o  siqj;    '4uodvwj  9yx  'A  .«^:Y2*^ji   '9 

*^in«jdp  iCq  pojagns  iCji^ni^naAa  otai  ^naraSpnf  '^laanTrauii 
Saioq  XnvdmoQ  oq^  jo  uoi^npssip  -b  %n(\  ^popuajap  opy  ^noq 

•niaq^  o^  upsSe  ^no  piwl  toav  'joaiaq-j  \xQi  '0ZI3P  P™  V^oo 
<>^«!  000*13^  PI«d  p«q  iCuBdraoQ  aqj;,  •asiaioiduioo  n  m 
pa^insaj  uopcw  siqx    'dmxiviOQ  ajfjj  -a  suo^iifrnojbg  > 

-aoi^naaxa  raojj  f  uvdraoQ  aq^  jo  spooS  eq^  i^oa^ojd  pu«  *9ini^ 
nreS  o^  papuojap  aJdM  suorjOB  asaqj^    'owumjj  aqj^  -g 

'saioipd  aAipads 
-01  aq*!  no  suopa'u  pa^sisaj  iC[nj8saaan8  ptsq  iCu'edoioQ  aq'^ 
sawo  asaq^  oj    'fluvdvwQ  9i{X  '^Itmf    '^^^^F^^  'S 

**0l  16  [y  F^aAOoai  pire  *iaaoui  aq^  jo  um%9i  9\{%  jaduioo  o^ 
nopas  ws  iqSnoiq  £9n%  '^uauiiuaAoo  aq^  iCq  noi^^suadraoo 
pred  Saiaq  sianALo  aq^^  no  'spjBiijaqj^  %ti({  'painsui  naaq  p«q 
aqs  qoiqA  ^«  (junoxOT  aq!|  '00S3P  P}«^  iCu-Bdinoo  aqx  'diqa 
s^naan^^  «  iCq  uAiop  niu  otm  |assaA  siqj^    f)aY  aqjQ  'x 

— :  saonwjsranaiTo  Suia\o{ioj  9X[%  japnn  pu«  'sasreo  Sox 
-AAOijoj  aq^  or  paunouT  aiaAi  sisoa  asaq^  ^«qi  paicaddti  %i         'P^utntfis 

'ssamsnq  aou-BinsaT  aauvin  jo  padsai  ni  pauno  ««KVKnoa 
•m  8)800  JO  %xmoxm  aq-^  suai  ^oaiaq^  v^xid  '-pi  -^i  ^§63^        -iKYj 

JO   rans    aq^   ^^q;  pire  f-pg  -ffn  g^^gy  ^b  iiinu220Qr  ./  ^J?/^ 

puKxnoff  '8.iS8dj\[  o)  anp  sjsoo  aq^  pagpiao  'gggl  '^Pf  q^f  ^  xw^hj  a^ 
paiif  'a^isogjijao  srq  iCq  '^^udj  -ij^  pire  /-pg  -ggi  g^^gy      ""^^^ 
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•JIXTJ 

-if03  aoxY 
-uassy  sr.n7 
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cn   Snpnnonre   'pojdAipp  X|SaTpj[OOD«   qioml  ^q   oiij, 

*ii9AiS  aioAv  snoi'^ 
-oaiTp  i^i^Tienbosaoo  ]tsntni  9q!^  pire  ,,l8sauT8nq  eoatsinBai 
ouuOTi  oq^  JO  !^09dsaj  m  parjuom  a»800  oqi.  qsinSoi^ 
-sip  o}y,  OTM  J9^8Bj^  3tmrejQ  aq*^  puis  f^Bii  ]Bngn  eq!^  ni 
noj'jBXB^  joj  pdJJ9joi  9q  ppoqs  s||Tq  qoiis  '\'ej{%  pu«  'qi^uoni 
B  niqim  »|soo  jo  sifiq  iiaq^  laATjap  ppoqs  s^uepuodisoa  eq!^ 
'\vn%  'paiopjo  sBii  ^i  '1981  'IH^V  P  T105  ®H^  po^^p  'uoi^^ii^dj 
0X1%  JO  3ai.i«9q  ]«ui2uo  oq-^  nodn  ep«ui  lopjo  oqi  -^g 

-gsanisnq  onuisui  aq^  jo  padsdj 
ui  pamiisp  GR^soo  eq^  o^  sv  naAiS  aq  i^qSiui  snoi'^oaiip  i^ioads 
*i£i«8gao9u  ji  '%vt\{%  'Sai^uid  pw  'la^'^^ui  aq^  m  s^soo  jo  \\i(\ 
^s^napnodsag  aq'^  jo  uot  i8xw^  pu«  XiaAipp  aq^  joj  nopif^a  j 
l^pads  «  VQ  pa^nasaid   sbal  uoi^Tiaj   siq^j   nodnaiaqjQ 

*8)809  JOJ  aodjaq^ 
naij  V  dn  Sm^tos  'pasnjoj  iCaq*!  (^nq  f  ^avdmoQ  eq*^  O)  Sai 
-Sao|aq  uoissassod  jiaq-j  ni  s^uauinoop  pan  spaap  oq^  uiiq  o^ 
jaAO  puisq  0)  fiquapnodsa^  aq*^  o^  paqddv  jdnopi<|a  j  aqx 

•joajaq^  ja&snisra  pnogffo  pai^nioddv  ^pp 
8i9Ak  JOQOi^paj  (^aasajd  aq)  pu«  'iCtredoioQ  aq^  dn  SoipniM. 
JOJ  epBin  TOM  japjo  xre  'I9gx  'n^dy  jo  q^:^  aq^  uq 

•uov^'eSim  JO  !^nnoui«  aiqiuapisuoo  'e  m  poAiOAm  ssamsnq 
qons  JO  asjnoo  aq*^  ni  scm  %]  poB  f  dn  punoM.  stsml  %i  w^vcn 
Xutjdraoo  auij«ui  «  sb  ^cxb  O!^  panni'^aoo  ^u'cduioQ  oqj^ 

*%]}  :^qSnoq!^  Xaq^^  uaqAV 
puis  JI  qan«jq  Am  annr^uoosip  0%  sjoi^DdJip  aq^  o^  noAiS 
OTAi  JdAiod  pire  'paraignoo  pnt?  panopon^s  Xqajaq^j  ajaM 
'esanisnq  aau«m  aq-^  SuipniDui  'iCcredcnoQ  oq*^  jo  sjoi^oajip 
aqa  iq  no  paijjvo  naq^  ssanisnq  jo  s^nam^^j'edap  |«jaAa8  ox]^ 
pa«  i  paap  Xj«)ndniaiddns  '\^\{%  ,,  uuojjad  pae  aAjasqo  o^ 
%rsd  8iq  no  ^xtbuqaoo  is  Sninro^^noo  paap  «  a^noaxa ,,  p^noqa 
XmsdmoQ  aq*^  ni  jappqaj^qs  'e  omooaq  jaqjisajaq^  ppoqs 
oqM  nosjad  XjaAO  %ibx{%  pnv  ..fenSissB  pne  'sjoftsj'^riainipo 
%JO)noaxa  'sjiaq  aAipadsaj  Jiaq^'joajaq^  sjapjoqajvqs  aq*^  pue 


SfSf 
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AUMdmoQ  aq)  no  Suipinq  9q  pa«  naaq  aAvq  cx^  p9jv[0dp  puv 
pouugnoo ,,  aq  pinoqs  saoi^n]06dJ  pivs  oq^  yei{%  pa^^avudAoo 
iCii«i:|nai  o^ajaq'^  sai^d  snouvA  aq^  pn'e  fpa'^paj  ajdAv 
'Z§8[  *^^ll  P  W5  ®H^  P  ISui^ooui  aq^  jo  suoi^iqosaj  aq'^ 
'uapioqaiBqa  aq^  jo  juidAas  Aq  pa^naaza  ^«j  ui  6uai  qaiqM. 
pov  '\xed  Jiaqi^o  aq^  jo  siopajip  aq*^  puv  V^  OQO  aq!^  jo 
aiopajip  aq^  u«q)  jaq^o  uappqajiiqs  aq^  naaM^aq  apism  pats 
'6S81  'qM«pi  JO  ;s[g  9X{%  pa:^«p  bi  qoiqM  «paap  siq!^  ig 

•q^joj  !^as 
ajojaquiaiaq  suoi^njosai  aq^  o^  ^aaga  ^nj  SauiS  jo  asodind 
aq'i  joj  'pajvdajd  aq  (y\  ^UQm^fy^&B  jo  paap  pi^uaniaiddns  « 
pasniK)  s^napuodsa^  aqi^  ^uami^xnoddti  qans  JL&\p  ^m^qg 

*aoi)i88iii|  JO  s^Boa  o^  pna^xa  %oii  pip 
Xitqw  qons  VBVf^  'pa^^^iuipv  wsa  '\i  %n({  /.  ao^o  aq^^  o\  aoiApts 
puaneS  pro  'pivoq  aq^  %v  aoirepna))«  joj  saSjreqo  jo  naii 
ni ,  'LniBS  pazg  «  !)b  ^iCavduioQ  aq^  o^  sjo^iaiios  pa^^aiod 
•d«  aiaAL  'si^uapaodsag;  ^aasajd  aq)  'uvvjiq20([  ^  pAVOhoff 
'8J8Bap[  'iCavdoiOQ  aq^  jo  |«dB  aq^^  q)iii  pa|Bas  pini  'iCt?p 
)vq^  no  pa'^vp  'uo!)OdJip  jo  pjvoq  aq'^  jo  nor^n|08dJ  «  £x\  '^[Sai 
-piooov  pm  \  axaq<|0  i^uiodds  o)  pov  '8i0!^pi|0B  uaq^^  Jiaq^ 
JO  saoiAJas  aq^  anm'^noosip  o^  'sjo^aiip  aqi  jo  Sm'^aoni  pjreoq 
«  )«  'paAiosai  B«ii  %[  '8S8I  '^«lo?»0  P  P"85  ®R^  ''O 

^^'sjaq^o  aq)  jo  ssauisnq 
aq)  mojj  )oni)8ip  )da3[  aq  q%  ^aaui^jvdap  qava  jo  ssaaisnq 
aq)  'ladojd  ^oiq)  ipiqs  iCaq)  ji  'asnva  o)  69  os  pire  'jad 
-Old  i[aiq)  iCaq)  to  samtin  qans  Japan  pnv  laaaeux  qons  ni 
maq)  Xq  paSmuit;  puis  pai^isrop  aq  ')i^  ^^iq)  sjo^oaaip 
aq)  ji   'n«qs  ssanisnq  jo    spt?aq  ^aaaajjip  qoiqM  ny  „ 

•iCouaSnt)uoo  Jo  'su^aui  'sasno)  laq^o  Ijxb  jo  '^qSiiq 
'airoaiunq   'sano^siivq   'Saia)qSi[  iCq  'a)«n)i8  idAaosojoqAv 
pire  'jaAaos)uqAv  pin5[  iCcre  jo  Xqiadoid  o)  aS«iu«p  jo  sso|     8,KVHa?on; 
)sui€S«  saoawnsTO  Sunoajja  ao  Sai)uui3  aq)  *os|«  pay  „       ^^^  myi^on 

•aoBffo  aontunsm  ai))«o  m  jo  :^^^l^^lYn 
ssaaisnq  aq)  no  gaiiCuiK)  aq)  iCii«jaaa3  put?  '3joo)8  pBap  puB  «ifa>HcT  ^H 
aAq  no  saoat^jnesv  3a])oaj5a  jo  Sui)at?jS  aq)  ^o«|i?  puy  „  -gsei 

•AaaoxvHO  NI  sasvp  tet 


tuamivts 


*A'Bd  0}  0|qin|  sun  Xnodmo^ 
8T|7  qon^ii  s)sOd  oqt  O]  s^noaiiCsd  oq;  3)cudojddo  \\im.  pnoj)  oqi  'Xnixinoo  eq*)  no  <)nq  'ssou 
-isaq  pMuoq^nsan  oq;  jo  ^oodm  m  paunoin  s^eoo  oq)  o)  ff|iiom^i{d  qon9  9)vudojiddii  o)  vnv% 

fljo)P!io8  aqi  'iCiaioos  iiDdio  reiojduiuioo  pire  od!^aunsnS  v  lo  ssantsnq 

JO  inaooDv  uo  aq^  no  Saiif JIB9  aq!^  A{['BjandS  paB  f  'o^  ^fi\Ti9s^  'siaAiaa 

iUXJ^'oqUq  -®^  ^^  ^!^"P  ^^^^  J^  e3j«qasip  injq(^rej  aq^  JOj  saa^TOi 

PjBdiraeq  oAwq  ^^  jq  saoOTanssrc  Supoajjd  JO  3m^imi8  aq!^  'osps  pny  »> 

qans  ni  'oioqM  ^ 

^^  •A^aioofl  aouiunisB  [«:^ndp 

qone  jo  ^oodwi  .looB  JO  X-^i^nffBO  B  JO  ssdnisnq  aq;  n^  10  8uqo«8uei'^  aq^ 
uoiianoadAvq  AlpuaudS  pa«  'pa«{  lo  oas  Aq  (inapiooB  jo  'A^^jBiisBa  'AmiaT 
YijA^^^^^l  ^0  'W^V  ^>8«I«3«  saoOTjnssB  Sui^pajjo  jo  SapuBja  aqx  „ 

pd)iUDdjioom  oq 

09  n»q»  poii6n»  — :  a^oafqo  3uiaio||oj 

pwi  '^aBdmcQ  «      t 

oq^  o)  sXoa  aq^  apnpui  pav  o^  puoi^xa  ppaqs  AUBataoQ  oq^  jo  ssanisnq 
p'l^dS^SJi;  ^R'^  ^«V  P^Aiosaj  8B^  ^i  *2.98l  '^«]i  Jo  qug  oq^  no  nappq 
joy«  |oX  «8pu»q  «^tredaioo  aq^  jo  Sai^iaaax  i^jauaS  XjBoipjOBj^xa  hb  ;^y 

sioooni  nans*  no  .      t 

9)floo  iioqi  joj  'AxmaoiOQ  aoauxnsnx  anurei^  «  jo  ssdmsnq  aq)  ai^is^apan 
P?iU?2»!ot^  ^  pdAiosaj  8BAI  )i  '/,S8l  'qoJBH  JO  q^iT  oq)  no  noppq 
,  oqi  q»noipn»  'iCnBdxiioQ  aq^  jo  Sui'^aara  pijaaaS  XrempjoBJ^xa  ire  xv 

-Vi  QMq  oAvq  *XaBdmoj3  aq)  jo  noi^n^T^snoo  aq)  aSim 

xpntm  <oi8qAL    *^^  ^^  ^1^  <>t  JdAkod  Aire  ure^uoD  )on  pip  paap  pn»  aqx 
'Xindaioo 
oq)  JO  uodvd  ^  joojaq)  ^aduiXoddj  eq)  Snunaas  joj  sajn) 

ai%  aof  noTT  -aoqap  )crej3  o)  pire  'iCaaoni  jo  e^nam^sdAni  pire  8)i80dap 
-moooiraioM^  OAiaoaj  o)  piTO  'sXanom  puai  o)  puB  ^i^inuuB  puB  *8)uaui 
-pno"  »3'  'P«  -iiopna  'saAii  nodn  saooBjnssB  )irej3  o),^  aq  o)  iCiredraon 

ore  9)«oo  put  aq)  jo  ssanignq  aq)  paugap  pire  '8t8T  'abk  jo  q)g  aq)  pa)Bp 
^^^^"^  »BA  )aainap)a8  jo  paap  aqx  («>)«-)0V  saiiredraoo  5[D0)g 
Iwiq VtoZiIo  ^^^ri»  ®V  P  fluoisiAOjd  aq)  japun  paaBjodjoom  'iaBdmoo 
XTOdmooipois  5ipo)8  )nTorB  8Bii  fluvdtuoQ  9ouvuns$Y  9fij  xtu^yiij  aqx 

.^  •S)800  JO  inq  B  JO  II0T)BXB)  pUB  AJaAl{ 

7^12'^    -op  ©q)  loj  noi)i)aa:  b  jo  SnuBoq  Jaq)jnj  aq)  bbm  gmj 
'^ZS  "asTO  s.KVHnoa  anv  otvaioh 

•ws'vazB^/-/-    -Anvjwoo  aoKvanssv  a.in  xiiCDHj  aa 
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•8Z9  *W»H  9  (») 

a«q»  pTO  i  paaopaata  np<^  ^qi  xn  s^udAa  dq^  ui  pa^saAip  aq  o|  ^oafqiis 
'xu^v^sd;  oq;  jo  q^^p  aq;  no  i^iaApaddsai  maq^  ui  pa^saA  annaaq 
«i»]^^W J  ^^^  ^m  JO  iaj«q8  aAipadsai  aq;  vnj}  pmi  *xij;«;8a;  aq;  jo 
as«aoap  aq^  no  iCp;vipamun  8j[fi;areij[  aq^  jo  ^ifanaq  aqi  loj  %stti%  m 
ponj  aq;  jo  saa^sai;  aq;  iCq  ppq  aq  o;  pa^moddv  iCqaiaq;  nui  00099 
aq;  •[ra  aq;  jo  uoipruisuoo  aai;  aq;  o;  dmpjooav  "^uq;  ^wrrKWCI 


'ataooui  e^vipeuiid^m  oq;  0%  pai;i;nd  ^{^aenbosnoo  are  effi% 
-ni«i J  oq;  ;i?Tp  puB  *qtjiS  oq;  jo  s^oefqo  9q;  jo  ^gdtioq  oq;  Joj 
pojoAas  eq  o^  WBia  %i  %m{%  %m\  'os  Aiao  ;oii  pue  1  ^sdJd^ni  p9!^A 
«  SGM  siq;  %'^^^  ^lojojoq;;  'aoimdo  jo  mv  j  'pxmj  Qi^p  mmm 
-01  %^x{jA.  xjf^m.  iC|no  psop  0^  no  saoS  zijqis^^sa^  eq;  uoq;  pnis 
t  iCpiraisoT  pa;jdAnoa  aq  0;  'enpisoj  aq^  p^oq  oqii  saa^siu^ 
aores  aq;  a;  aBvm  auo  m  noAiS  si  oOOSd^  ^^%  ajag  'JI^T 
XacSa]  aq;  q;iid  pa;oauaoo  aainuaAas  ti  aq  ;snm  ;x  *;niod  ]vi; 
aq;  4011 91  'paiaAas  Soiaq  punj  aq;  jo  ^pvij  aiam  aqj^ 


^/aiq^Xnd 
satnooaq  ;t  aiojaq  ^o^aj  paxiajap  n  nodn  ;8aja;Tn  SauiS  jo 
;aaga  aq;  aAisq  wso  Cj|a8;i  iCov9a|  aq;  q;iM  pa;aanaooun  asireo 
jaq;o  10  'atqisiC'Bd  si  Jias;i  Ad^eS^i  aq;  ajojaq  a^qisiCvd  Suimoa 
-aq  anptsdj  jo  asvoaq;  ni  sis)  'A\ao  8;naAa  amos  in  aotrejaAas 
^  qans  Sui^cem  jo  i(;issdDon  ajdia  aq;  ;«q^  ppq  0;  a^qtssod 
-ini  SI  ;i„  rs^-Bs  *ji,d}pivj^  -a  exopv/nvg  0;  Sinxiajai 
'vwj£t^  lonooOTqo-aoi^  aaaqiwi  *(©)  U9I2V  *^  Smp^J  ^q 
paqddns  '3[oiq;  j  *si  asBO  «  qons  ui  noi;oin;sip  am;  aqj^ 

uapnrexxi 
•oj  HI  ^8aia;ni  £wb  (;noq;w  pa;iU'Gdas  si  pnnj  aqx  'saoara 
puv  sMaqdan  aq;  joj  ^isq;  u'eq;  iaq;o  noi;]sodsip  on  si  aiaqj^ 
•q;Bap  aqi;  ja;ju  X|a;«ipaniuii  !;i  ei[B;  0;  aj«  saa;siu;  aqj^ 
•q;«ap  aq;  no  ip;inpaninn  pasrej  aq  0^  si  00053F  ®^X  *®^'^ 
;n9sajd  aq^  0^  a|q'GOT[dd'e  XiaA  sfe  am  a3iii;s  8i[Jt?niaj  asaqx 
^/inoj-^;nailL;  jo  aSii  aq;  panris;;'^  pisq  aa;«8ai  aq;  ii;an 


*99fnutjff 


*$U9m6pnf 


•COS  I 


MHaoiiVHO  m  easvo 


58^ 


s.MTimod 
anT  amrjiOH 

-K03  «011T 

-sassy  aji^x 
xixa>H  J  s|i 

•8991 


•ff89  'Q  'b  8  (») 

[*3[0«q  !^i  Smpneq  aiojaq  p9i9A000J  pnnj  aq^^  jo  !|no  8(|S0D 
Jti9q!|  UOll«J  GAtiqiqSiui  foqx— "aonaOKTHO  »^TA  ®Hl] 

*iCa«daiOQ  eq(^  jo  %'9i{%  joj  )oa  '(^ifenaq  Jioq)  Joj  paieAOoaj 
aiojaj9q;  e«4i  noi'^w  aqi^  m  paiaAOOOJ  rans  oq^  pu«  'spanj 
8,iCtreduiOj3  oxp  jo  ^no  prod  ipadcudrai  Aquowl  aq^  ooB|dar  o; 
^TWI  9^009q  p«q  sjopojip  9X1%  vciy  9yj;  jo  98«o  oqi^  uj 

'daoS  81  Tiai[  eq^  papaooxe  si  ^(^uoq^nv 
i^vq'^  ^uomoux  9xi%  !^nq  's9op  aq  ]p  joj  pnnj  fsnj)  eq^  no  noq 
«  svq  J0^i0T|0s  911%  *A%uox[%xvs  8iq  jo  odoos  Qxi%  mq^iM  e%o^  o9% 
-snj'^  oq;  SB  Snoi  ^S  l%^^'\  P  qowiq  e^woqipp  «  jo  ^oadg 
-9J  m  paunoni  si^soo  0%  pno'^xa  n9T|  %v\{%  treo  Moq  1  spnnj 
!^Bnj)  aq>  no  n9i[  v  9Ai9q  iCaq!^  %'bv^  si  i^i  aiojaiaq^  ptro  '899(^slu^ 
9q^  ^nq  9J«  sjoi^aojip  aq^  qoiq^i  joj  'iCcraduxoQ  oq!^  jo  %n({ 
sjofoaxip  aq^  jo  sjo^pqos  aq^  s^ou  aiv  namai^noS  asaqjQ 

{ 98nj!^  V  o%  sjo^iaqofl  jo  saif^np 
ptre  6!(q9u  aq^  aiv  %'9X{Ml  'noifisod  anj:)    aq^  8i  %'bx{j^ 

•asvo  apqAi  aqf  uiaAoS 
niAi  a{dTOQud  auo  *^xi3%j  tub  j  ji  'aoi^sanb  uma  aq^  uq 

"fftsoo  asaqi  joj  Tp9  %ou  op  aM  pire  '^jnoQ 
aq^  o^  amoo  aA«q  asBO  iCa«  xn  %9tim  om.  :  nojipa j;  jno  si  %i 

— :  Xjdaj  nt  suMt);)  tl^ff  Jig 

']|iq  aq^  jo  %S9x  9^%  jo  q^xis-aao  0%  ^nnoniB  ?oa  op 
(sfsoo  asoq^  ^%]p)  paMon^sip  soins  aqi^  jaq'^aSo^pi  nT4 
aq!^  JO  ^no  sjsoo  amj«ux  aq^  &i[Ls%a  noiC  jt  naAg  'luaq^ 
Xvd  ^snm  iCnudaioQ  aq!(  ajojajaqi  f  n!4  9q>  j^o  pore)  bbm 
q!^xi8*aao  rreq^  ssoj  qonui   :  uoi^i^a j  aq^^  jo  b^soo  aq|  o^  sy 

•(»)  j9nvivsf 
'A  9^97  :  iCanonx  aq*^  i[oi3q  pajaAooaj  aA«q  )oa  ppaoo  (j^o 


l»t 


•AsaoNVHo  m  sasvo 


vsOT  ''i^ar  '1981  *«<>Ar  m  i'^ms  lonwaBiio-oMA 

ni  8ina)i  jdiiiva  oq;  jo  al^jvqosip  m  s^uooLCvd  pras  01^%  3mA\dd'B  jo 
oidionud  ov[%  no  n9i{^%  aq  o)  ^nnoooti  aq;  papdJip  puv  'noiivudoiddn 
qons  Mojpi  0;  pasnjdj  ^anoQ  aq;  ^nq  :  )inoo  ui  pnnj  dq;  no  ddiBqd 
V  n  91118  )«q9  ni  pojjnDm  s^soo  aq)  ]pi  oAvai  0;  ra  os  *iioi^nb  ux 
300  aq;  mq)  s^ms  j9q)o  jo  padsai  ui  aiaii  qoiqii  sifiq  asoq^  m  emd)i 
aq)  o)  ^iC||iuanad  8||iq  XaudSv  siq  jo  ^unooav  uo  uiiq  o)  apvm  uddq 
pvq  qoiq^  s^ndmXvd  snoTjuA  a^vudojddv  0%  papi^na  aq  0;  pamrop 
janoi)i^jaqY  ^^aaip  Aj^unoa  siq  o;  pa^fuoiaq  ra  ^ms  aq)  nt  ^moa  ni 
pnnj  aq;  jo  qanra  06  uo  '(gg  -s  *xsi  'O  ^^lA  i^r-  ??  CS)  Pv  «W0»P]I0S 
aq;  ;o  suoisiAOjd  aq)  japnn  a^JBqa  «  dminv^qo  jo  asodjnd  aq;  joj  jo; 
-lai^og  nopnoq  b  iCq  pa^uasaid  s^m  uopi^ad  v  ajaqM  'asBO  a^vi  9  nj 

'in«)oin  uia)i( 
)6od  jTVAajd  o;  maae  )ou  sacp  noi;vudojdd«  g%  to  a^nj  siqx  (p) 

%^  JO  13dpi  Q\i%  opnpxo  0^  6«  OS  m9T{%  mojg  anp  ^qop  j9q;o 
on  nooq  pi3i{  eidif^  Snisoddns)  XavdmoQ  oq^  ^vq!^  pa^i^impis 
oq  ^i  jt  08  op  wso  oq  %^%  po^^iraqns  si  ^ — 'yfiuigi  mjj 

[l  %Biu%  JO  qovojq 
«  0)  Xi^xed  emooeq  ^qojoq^  aq  i^on  sdOQ  i  o'\^9v^  %v[9m£vd 
QX{%  o^vudoidd'B  0^  iCipsogioads  pai^daid^i^v  eA«q  sjoi^odiip 
oq^  ojoqAi  noAd  'nrrep  !)'eq!^  Aasd  0%  aiq«i]  iC[praj  sei^d 
oq^  9rs  oqii  'sjopaiiQ  oq^  iCq  spnnj  8.iCai3dmoQ  aq^  jo  ^no 
iinq  0^  pi«d  Xonoxn  jo  uins  e  mpsp  jsmioj  aq!^  jo  ^nomiC'ed 
oq')^  o^  a^iiudoiddv  'pspunoj  \iqja  si  qoiqM  inrep  'e  osp  pais 
*i(uwlui03  aq^  i^sureS-B  qjoddns  :joutreo  oq  qoiqii  rarep  v  s«q 
aq  ^isqi^  3n]Mon5[  'jo^totios  b  toq— -aoi^aoxYHO  aoiA  ®HX] 

•siq^  tao:g  as«o  (^uajajjip  XiaA  «  si  ^uqx  'M  a^Budojddis 
pftioo  oa«(i3d  aq*^  qoiqAi  o^  ^qap  psSa^  v  sism  aiaq^  aiaqAi 
auop  aq  o:^  ^^q^  avo^b  o:^  pesnjaj  ^inoo  aq^  pxre  ^9d/ivd  9yj. 
IsuwSv  8v  noi^aissnvi!^  snoijnsn  aq^  q%  luanii'ed  ot{%  9vsiid 
-ojdd«  0^  pa'^duia'j^«  reii  ijt  puis  'i^saia^m  snounsu  Supp^ 
joj  X^psnad  'b  joj  svai  uot^ov  aq^  Suvoj  'a  P{Buji  nj 

•(t>)  noi!p« 
^q  pajdAOoai  naaq  aAvq  ton  pinoo  qoiqAV  tnivp  t;  jo  i^aam 


BjHTHTIOQ 

Qisr  oariiOH 
'xxra 

-HOO  aOMT 

-HASsy  adi^ 
'6981 


•AaaoKYHo  NI  sasYo 


Oft 


-/«d  911^  0%  aoAd  :  (p)99U0f  *a  fodjiTij  :  spjvjkua^v  aoii'^  iCuv 
^t?  08  op  £vm  ea^vd  eq*^  'auii^  d\{%  %'9  ^nomXvd  eq^  a^vud 
-ojddt;  :^oa  89op  oa^vd  oq^  ji  'dfn^o  aq;^  i^oTi  n  %'Si\%  aiaqAi  !^nq 
f  3[ovq  pdJ9A0D9J  aq  p[noa  mrep  qons  p  eSjvqosip  ni  £\B89id 
-xa  ap«uz  (^uaoiiCvd  v  aaaqM  <mivp  is  o^  %TXBmi'ed  |uiaad8  e 
o)Budojdd«  «^ouu)30  noX  !>«q>  Sniaq  noTioar^ip  aq-^  'aoi'^'cud 
-oiddv  JO  (^oafqo  jadojd  is  'aiojajaq^  'aiaii  c^soa  qang  "^laisq 
maq!^  paiaAoaai  aA«q  !^oa  ppoa  iCandmoQ  aqi  's^goa  auuvoi 
aq*^  JO  !|nnoao«  ao  iC[88ajdxa  pi«d  naaq  pvq  smns  asaq)  agod 
•dng  'pa(^«udojddt?  iCii-eoifioads  !^on  pao  XmsdiaoQ  aq!^  iCq  sn 
0^  picd  naaq  aAvq  qaiqii  snins  aqi  s^soo  paaoi!^ub  asaqf  jo 
fUdiQiCisd  aqt  o)  a^ imdojddts  o)  paj^i'^aa  9iv  aM  a)ux  Atxb  ;y 

'aanaosambav 
o\  senoifsanb  «  osji!  aaaqaAvq  pinoM  aiaqx — 'HVi'^8  *^Vl 

ju^naniaiddns  aq^  iCq  paina  x^v(\  ro^  „ — uaaq  aA-eq  ppioii 
noi'^sanb  oq;  fsaiiA  vjipi  si  ssanisnq  aau«ui  (^«q)  paap 
oq')  JO  aoBj  aq?  uo  j«ap  si  •jj— 'HonaoKTHO-aDiA  ^qi] 

'papoaoans 
aA«q  pinoM  'aa^i^;  ji  'aauajap  aq^  )isq^  jrea[0  !^oa  sv^i  %i 

-dDna8i|Sda  aq  q%  pm  aq  i^ounva  os  op  o^  noissicao  aq^ 

ajojaiaq:^  i  qjred  jiaq!^  no  iCpp  jo  qa«aiq  «  naaq  aAtsq  p^noM 

'^ipajD  s/n«dinoj3  aq!^  jo  nnu  misuaa  aq^  o;  puis  'sjo^oajip 

eq'^  JO  qsiM  aq'^  qsniisSis  siqi^  pca[d  o^  !^ng;    -saiiA  viija 

Ensii  asojis  noiipv  jo  sasnisa  oqi^  qaiqiu.  jo  '^no  ssaaisnq  aqi  i^isq^ 

Saiptsaid  !^oa  m  aonaSi|8aa  jo  iC^iinS  aaaii  sjciiDqos  aq^  x^\\\ 

'fumnSjy     pre8  61  ^i  '\v\{%  'si  8)800  dsaq!^  JO  aoaviiO||9  aq^  o^  nopoafqo 

-sBTo        P  ponojS  £\uo  Bi{%  pais  '(pa;;impo  si  sjo^^iaiios  asaqi^  jo 

s.MTimoa     jaura^aj  aiaq^j  pu«)  saoiyw  asaq^^  Suipnajap  oi  pa^if^snf  'ajoj 

min        -ajaqi  'ojdAL  Bio^^aaiip  aqj^  'iCucdinoQ  aq^^  ^saivSv  noi^nooza 

-Hnwv^Mri    ^^^  ^naraSpnf  uaaq  aA«q  pjuoii  aiaqj  asiAuaq^o  'papaajop 

xTii3>irj  an    odaq  9A«q  ^sam  saopov  aq^^  i  ssauisnq  s/a^moQ  aq*}  jo  adoos 

'^gx        ladojul  oq'^  niq'^m  %ou  lo  ajOAk  f^qSnoaq  aiaii  saoifov  asaq^ 

est  -^HHONVHo  NI  sagvo 


•801  '0  n  'a  9  (q)  099  -Jf)  ^'Kf  (») 

qoiqAv  JO  ipadsaj  in  8ia))t3ui  aif^  joqiaqAV  psud^itsoimi  si  ii 

•(^irepodj 
o(j  sruAi  iu-BdmoQ  oq^  qoiqAV  m  sasiso  oq-^  0|  sns  'uoqx 

•ETjsoo  »q!^  3ui^«d  ^noipm  uopoB  siip  jo 
igaaaq  oq^^  duoj  cy^  ai«  Xaqi  ^tsq-^  ^i3b  o^  aiqissodrat  si  qi  put? 
f  iCuBdinoQ  oq^  o^  utc3  «  ui  pa^inssj  iCn^npu  9S«o  siqx 

•iCiredraoQ  aq'j  •^sm^Su  9soq'^  inojj  Xj^jBiBdas  psiapis 
-uoo  aq  X«iu  ^TOdraoQ  oq]  Xq  uoipB  oq^  jo  os«o  oqj; 

joj  'yjivisf  ppqiyody  'jk    P^  '-Qt)  'V^x^mM   ^H 

['iCuisdmoj;) 
dq)  !^9ai«S«  9|qt3nii3:|sn8  si  ssanisnq  9uu«m  9q)  jo  s^soo  aqi 
JOJ  'PI  *9i  2,(563^  JO  aSj^qo  siq-^  jaq'^aqM  'si  9pi09p  0%  9At?q 
I  ^niod  X[uo  9qx  'aiou  oni  ajojaq  qou  9Jt?  (^nnooois  qsBp  aq'j 
uo  9sij«  qoiqii  gaor|fl9nb  9qx — •aoTiaoxTHO-aoiA  ^^l\ 

'paMOipe  9q  (^ouaisa  969q'^  :  ssduisuq  9auBui  9q^  jo 
innooots  no  s^ii9iniC«d  jo  joqinnn  -e  SAioqs  i^unooo^  qsoo  aqjQ 
*(?)  9pt62U^  *A  swumj'  :  injAiv[an  s^m  (|i  !^vq(^  889ni8nq  9q^ 
3[oo(p9pim  Xaqi  u9qAi  Ai9in[  iaqjQ  'qoe^^jv  treo  n9i|  oa  ajoj 
-9J9q^  pn«  '9iq«j9A009JJi  oib  8^800  aq^  'ssanisnq  anuBin  aq^  o^ 
sy  •(©)  9200 J  fo  '*ocy  ^JLo/ivj^  -a  ppuj^y  -iCpoaiip  euop  9A«q 
^oa  pinooiCeq^  qoiqAiXpaajipai  %'^\j(\  op  'sio^ioi|OS  oq^  o^  inoq^^ 
Saipnisq  iCq  ')on  ppoo  Rqv^  9J0jdJ9q^  paB  f  9p99p  9q^  9Sp9|d 
0^  J9A\od  ou  pt?q  S9A|9sui9q'^  sjopaiip  9qj^ — 'fiv}[  uj^ 


'tu9utn6jy 


['8.io:^tp9JD  JO  ipoq  |'BJ9n8S  9q'^  o\  A%iioud  ni 

paraiBio  oq  p|noo  iCaqi  '9|q«^T5d  oq  o^  s:^soo  asaq*^  Saisoddns  g^jivre-iioa 

'laq-jaqAV  uor|89nb  b  oq  i^qStui  9J9q^  '\'^x{%  punooS  aq-^  no  uoi^  ^^^  aarMOH 

-oafqo  aq^  painuaAO  .loipouBqo-aoi^  aq:^  %xiq  f  pj«aq  Suiaq  .^00  aoiir 

eAi]B^uasajdaj  .saojipajo  aq-j  O!^  papafqo  yoooijtj^  upi]  ""iSj  a^ 

•aAi^uasaJidaa  ^sao^ipaao  aq^  jq;  '^©jy  'iji  -^^i 

•i^aOiJTHO  NI  SaSVD  88t 


•(»)  /?wj»7  'A  P{Gu^[i  •9[qwaA009jji  osoq^  o^  i^on  'oiqvXwI 
^[jodojcl  s^soD  9i\%  0}  s:^U8ra^«d  oq^  9)Budojddi3  niM  mbi  aq^ 
'uiBqoui  raa^ji  o^u-b  iC-ja^d  joq^jia  iCq  op«iu  iCjpsogioada  naoq 
SuiAigq  uoj!jwidojddi3  ojsf — uopuudoiddv  jo  %mod  oq^  uq 

•sajqA  tJi!j[n 
St?  ptoA  0J9M.  soToqod  oq-j  %'b\i'\  Saip^aid  ^ou  ui  8oue3i|38u 
JO  iCi|inS  oiaAi  Xoq*^  'iCauduioQ  eq^  (^sotoSb  !^qSnojq  snoip« 
oq-j  puajap  o\  pasiJoq^ti'B  iCpadoid  ojqnl  Xeq*^  ji  uaAg; 

-|T?a8  aooioioo  dq^  japnti  sjanns^aj  on 
0J13  oiOJ{%  joj  'Xu'eduioQ  aqi^  Xq  )on  f  os  op  a|  jdAiod  on  p«q 
iCoq^  JOJ  'sjo^Odiip  dqi  iCq  foa — saoiro^sai  esdqi  jo  iCire  ni 
OS  op  o)  pdsuoq'^iiB  iCiiddojd  9J9ii  j8A9n  Xoq^  puti  'saot)a« 
Sauq  o|  sjo^ioijos  osuoq^nt?  (^ou  saop  jaui^ai  ituaaoS  y 

•poALoji-BSip  oq  ppoqs  s^eoo  oaLreoz  osdqx 

_^  — :  JoSctreni  psio^o 

fwmtiSjy     gqij  JOJ  '(raiq  i\\m  *'Q'^  'siuwq  iiBuff  iig)  d^j  uj^ 


'JLSYd 

•6981 


Z8f 


VnoQ  o^ni  8idqra«qo  raojj  poiuno(p«  mix  ©wso  aqj^ 

'I9A009I  ^ou  pjnoo  Xaq-j  qotqM  (iCati  ji)  s^oo  oq^  o;  s^ueniiC'Bd 
l«i9U3S  9qa  9!|«udojdd«  o:^  p9pi'jn9  oi9m  ^9q'^  f^m^x  '8 

*saoi!^ot3  qons  ai  ,.  pdAi989jd 

JO  p9J9A009J„    iCl9AI'^09dS9J  OZlSr   pn«    '9QI    I6I3F  JO    SUmS 

9qi  no  saSjvqa  psiaods  o^  pai'^pna  9J9al  ^aq^  'iCiaAi^oadsai 
f  pu-B  I  '80^  suoflOB  oq'j  JO  s^soo  oq^  spj«39J  SB  *?|T8qx  'S 

•pS  •«  1 1  8f  *S  J*  ^loqAi  9qi  JOJ 
S!^u9ranoop  oq^  uo  naif  «  o^  pa[^J^a9  9J9ii  iC9q!^  i-eqx  '1 

— ^p9pn9^iiOD  'pireq  joq^^o  9q^  uo  's?u9puods92  9qx 

*p9^iM99  mns  9q^  jo  !)89J  9q^ 
}0  |Xi9xnX«d  no  noissoesod  Jiaq*^  m  s^nomnoop  oq*^  dn  oatS 

AasroKVHO  Ni  sasvo 


0%  poidpio  oq  0%  ^qSno  s^uopuodsajj  9T{%  ^«qa  puB  'paAiojiis 
-sip  iCnoqM  aq  ck^  !^q8uo  'pj  -^x  Z66(?*  oq-j  i^Bq'^  pepu©^ 
-uoo  ja&jotmi  psjogjo  aq^  'soocre^nmojio  osaq^  J^pafl 

ariliq  ixo\{%  jo  i^unooo-B  uo  s^napaodsa^  eq^  o%  AundmoQ  aq-j 
iCq  piBd  aiuT^  (4  ouii^  raojj  noaq  p^q  'p&ys^s  %oxi  svai  qoiqAV 
}0  )nnoini3  oq*^  'stnns  ejqiudpisaoo  )vq^  pajvoddv  osjv  !)j 

'osixnoadwoo 
«  ui  pa^iinsai  ost»  siqx    'duodmoj  9yx  '^  ^^^WAi   '9 

•!^|n«jap  iCq  peiagns  ^uBu^noAa  sism  i^naraSpnf  '(laDnirarai 
Saioq  Xiredinoo  eq^  jo  noi!^n|Ossip  «  ijnq  *popnojop  epy  Buoq 

•maq^  (4  ni«3B  !^no  piwl  scav  'joaiaq'^  -jiud  '0ZI3P  P"'*^  V^oo 
o^^I  000*13^  PP'd  P^H  XuBdraoQ  aqj;,  •asioioiduioo  v  m 
pa^insaj  uoi^cm  siqx    'dv/vdvioQ  9^  'A  mo^iifinojbg  -^ 

'Qoi^noaxa  mojj  iCuvdnzoQ  aq^  jo  spooS  aq(|  ipa^^ojd  pae  'aini^ 
ni«3  o^  papuajap  ajraAi  suopoi!  asaqj^    *ov/uiojj  aqj^  -g 

'saiaiiod  aAipads 
-01  aq]  ao  suoi^D'b  pa^stsai  iCpijssaaons  ptsq  ^a'edaioQ  aq^ 
sasreo  a8aq(>  oj    'flv/DdvwQ  9yj;  'Ay;«j/    '©t^aY^iraqj;  'g 

'*0l  16  £3?  psJ^AOoai  pire  'iauoui  aq(>  jo  uin^ai  aqi^  jaduioo  0^ 
noi^ov  uv  i^qSnojq  iovf}  '(^uaraujaAOO  aqi^  iCq  noTi^^saadraoo 
pisd  9aiaq  sjaiiAio  Qi{%  no  '6piBiijaq[}«  %nc[  'pajnsni  iiaaq  pnq 
aqs  qoTqA  %'b  ^unovoce  aq?|  '00S7  P!^  Xn'sdinoo  aqx  'diqa 
s^naaniD  «  Xq  uAVop  niu  otm  fassaA  siqx    •»<17'  aqjQ  *! 

— :  saou«|sainoiTo  Suia\o|ioj  aq(>  lapun  pu«  'sasreo  Sax 
-Aioi|oj  aq^  nr  pajjuoui  ajaAi  sisoo  asaq^^  ysxjf}  pajreadd«  %i 


•Bsamsnq  aou'Bjnsui  aairem  jo  ^oadsai  ui  pauno  ^1^^^'^^ 
•tn  ojBOO  JO  ^unora«  aq-^  otai  'joaiaq^  %JXid  'yi  'si  iqq^        .j^yj 

JO  ratiB    aq^   (^^q;  putJ  i'pz  '8]i  gtfSy  V^  nvw/noq  ./  ^"w/^t 

patxnoff  •sj88aj\[  0^  anp  sjsoo  aq^  pagpiao  'gggi  'iCinp  q^f  ^  totdhj  a^ 
pai5  'a^wgiiiao  srq  iCq  'ffaiy^»j  uj^  pire  .'-pg  -pgx  9Zi2y         €981 

AHaoNVHa  Ni  sasvo  98t 


QAY  QUr/AOQ 

-ifoo  aoxT 
-uasBy  aiJtT 
xiiia>Hj  HH 


'6981 


cn   Snpnnonre   'pojdAipp  XjSaipjoow   oi3ai  sniq   oqx 

-oaiTp  |«i^TOnbd8uoo  ]«n«n  9q^  pire  ..fssanisnq  eoauxosni 
duuvm  9X{%  JO  !^09dsaj  m  paimoui  a»800  oqi.  qsinSm^ 
-sip  o}y,  OTAi  J9^8Bj^  StmrejQ  oq^  puis  f^«ii  ]«ngn  eq-j  hi 
nojiBxtj^  joj  paiJOjGi  oq  ppoqs  B^rq  qoiis  %'ex{%  pun  'q^^uoni 
B  Tnq!^m  s^soo  jo  s^iq  ijaq^  jaAijap  pp\oqs  s^aapnodsag  oq^^ 
'\vji%  'pajdpjo  sBii  !>i  '1981  'IH^V  P  H^OS  ^^^  p©^«p  'noi^i'^aj 
oq^  JO  JSauisaq  ]«m2iJ0  aq*^  nodn  opvoi  japjo  eqi  -^g 

•gsduisnq  ouut?ui  aq^  jo  ^oadsaj 
ui  pamrep  gr^soo  aq^  o^  sv  naAiS  aq  f^qSiui  enopoaiip  I'eiaads 
'iCivsgaaau  ji  '^vt\{%  'Sui^wd  pire  'la^-^niu  aq^  m  si^soo  jo  \\i({ 
.s^aapnodsag  aq^  jo  uot  i8xw^  pu«  XjaAt|ap  aq^  joj  nopiiia  j 
lisioads  «  w  pa^uasajd   sbal  uopriaj   snp   nodnajaqjQ 

"s^soo  JOJ  aoajaq^ 
naij  e  dn  Sni%\&a  'pasnjoj  iCaq'i  !^nq  !  ^avdmoQ  aq)  o)  8ui 
-Saoiaq  noissassod  jiaq^  m  s^uamnaop  puti  spaap  oq^^  iniq  o% 
jaAo  puBq  0)  8)uapuod8a^  aqi  o)  patiddv  Janopi-jaj  aqx 

^odjaq;^  jaSvnism  pnog^o  pa((uiodd9  ^pp 
8i9Ak  jaaoppaj  (^aasajd  aq)  pire  'iCcredmoQ  aq)  dn  SaipuiM. 
JOJ  apBin  stsAi  japjo  tre  'X9gi  'ludy  jo  q)i^  aq)  hq 

*noi)«8[)i[  JO  )nnowv  a|q«japi8noa  'e  m  paApAoi  ssamsnq 
qons  JO  asjnoo  aq)  ni  scal  )t  pan  f  dn  punoM.  SBiui  )t  ]i)nn 
Xut^doioo  anuvui  «  sb  )cnj  o)  panin)noo  Xu-BduioQ  oqj^ 

*)i^  )qSnoq)  ^aq)  aaqAi 
pun  JI  qon«jq  Am  antn)aoa8(p  o)  sjo)OdJip  aq)  o)  naAiS 
OTM  jaMod  pms  'pamiifnoo  pn«  panoi^otres  Xqajaq)  ajOM 
'ssanisnq  anixem  oq)  Suipnpni  'iCcradaioQ  oq)  jo  8JO)oajTp 
oq)  Xq  no  paujvo  naq)  ssanisnq  jo  s)nam)j)3dap  |«jaAa8  oif) 
pa«  '.  paap  Xj^indmaiddns  )«q)  ,,  uuojjad  pne  aAjasqo  o) 
)jcd  6iq  no  )ireqaAOO  e  8aiait?)noo  paap  «  a)noaxa,,  pjnoqs 
iCmsdmoQ  aq)  ui  jappqaj^qs  -e  ainooaq  ja^ajaq)  ppoqs 
oqM  uosjod  XjaAa  )vq)  pa«  ^^fsaSissti  pne  'Si0)tu)8iaiaipi3 
%JO)noaxd  'sjiaq  aAi)0dd8aj  Jiaq)  'joa  jaq)  sjappqaj'eqs  aq)  pire 


SSt 


ZHaOilVHO  NI  SaSYO 


AcradmoQ  o^}  no  Suipniq  9q  pa«  aaaq  aAvq  o:^  paiV[Odp  pu\i 
pQuugaoo  „  aq  pinoqs  8aoi^n|06dJ  pivs  aif^  )«q!^  po^uvudAOo 
^Ifen^^noi  o'^djaq'^  sdi^jred  snouvA  q\\%  pnv  fpa^ioai  didAi 
*ZS8[  '^^H  P  ^IZ  ®H^  JO  Sanaoui  oqij  jo  suoi^niosw  eqi 
'udpioqoiBqs  eq^  jo  I'BJdAds  Xq  pa^nodza  ^«rj  ui  8\2A1  qoiqM. 
pun  '^«d  Jdq-^o  oq^  jo  siopanp  9q^  pu«  V«d  ©no  aq^  jo 
fijopojip  aq^  ntsq)  aaq^o  uappqojvqs  aq^  naaAi'^aq  apsm  puts 
'6581  'ROJ^pi  JO  ;s[g  aq-^  pa:^«p  si  qoiqii  'paap  s\n%  ig 

•q^joj  %Q9 
ajojaqaiaiaq  8UOpn|06aj  aqi^  o^  ^oajga  ipij  SauiS  jo  asodind 
aq^  joj  'pajiidajd  aq  o:^  !^aama|)(|a8  jo  paap  {v^uaniaiddns  « 
pasnvo  s^aapnodsa^  aqi^  '^nam^^xnoddti  qans  Jd!)jti  iCn-iaqg 

*aoi'^9Si'^i|  JO  8)800  0)  pna^xa  ^^oa  pip 
LrspB  qons  )«q)  'pa^^iuipv  bisai  %i  )nq  /.  ao^o  aq!^  o*^  aoiApts 
puanaS  pcre  'pcraoq  aq^  %'b  aoavpna^fv  joj  saSjreqo  jo  naii 
ni ,  'Xi9i«r  pax9  «  !)b  ^iavduioQ  aq:|  o%  8JO)ioi{08  po^^aiod 
-d«  oiaAi  'si^uapaodsag  ^aasaid  aq)  'uvw/j20([  ^  'pAXxotOjj 
*8J88ap[  'iCa«dni03  aq)  jo  i-cas  aq)  qjm  pa]Bas  pire  'if«p 
)vq)  no  pa)vp  '8jO!)oajip  jo  pjvoq  aq)  jo  noi)n|08dJ  «  iCq  'i({3ai 
-p400ov  pm  \  aioq)0  )aioddB  o)  pov  'Bio)ioip8  naq)  jiaq) 
JO  saoiAjas  aq)  anin)noo8ip  o)  'BJO)oaiip  aq)  jo  Sni)aam  pjvoq 
V  )«  'paAiO80i  8«ii  )i  'gcgt  'jaqopo  P  P^8S  ^H*^  ^0 

^,*sjaq)o  aq)  jo  88aui8nq 
aq)  mojg  )oai)8ip  )da3[  aq  o)  )aau[)jvdap  qova  jo  88aaisnq 
aq)  'ladojd  ^niq)  ipiqs  iCaq)  ji  'asn^o  o)  69  08  pire  'lad 
-ojd  i[aiq)  iCaq)  8«  samtin  qon8  japan  pnv  laaavux  qons  m 
niaq)  Xq  paSuejjB  pais  pai}i86«p  aq  ')i^  ^\^  8JO)oajip 
aq)  ji   'n«qs  ssouisnq  jo    sptsaq  )aajdj^ip  ipiqM  jiy ,, 

'XoaaSni)aoo  Jo  'sn^axn  'sasn^o  Jdq)0  Lv^  jo  ')q8;[q 
'aavoMjnq  '8aao)sireq  'Soia^qSq  iCq  'a)Bn^T8  idAaosajaqAv 
pnB  'jaAao8)'cqAV  pxn^  i(ore  jo  XiiJodojd  o)  dS«iu«p  jo  ssoj 
)suicSi3  BSoaBJnssB  Sai)Dejja  jo  Sa!)auiS  aq)  '08|b  pay  ,^ 

*ao^o  aouvjnsai  ai))BO  v  jo 
ssaaisnq  aq)  uo  Sai^i90  aq)  iCntuaaaS  pcre  'i[oa|8  ptsap  puB 
aAi[  no  saDUBjnssB  Sai)oaj9a  jo  9a!)nejS  aq)  ^osi^  pay  „ 


OKY  aUYALOJI 
•lUYJ 

-HflBSy  SjIIT 

xiMa>iij  an 
'€981 


•AaaoKVHO  m  sasvp 


f8t 


8T|7  qan^jki  s)flOd  oqi  O]  s^nsoiiCsd  aq;  3)vudoj(ldi2  in*'^  ^^^3  ^H)  'Xnuinoo  eq^  uo  <4nq  'ssaa 
•isaq  pMuoqinuun  oq)  jo  ^oodm  nr  paunoin  «)«oa  oq)  09  sfOdtn^isd  qant  0)midojiddii  o)  mv% 

M09P![os  aqi  'iCidioos  iipazo  TQiojotainoa  pav  adi^nurenS  v  10  ssenisnq 

prod  iraoq  oAwq  .^^  jq  saoOTansstJ  Sunoand  jo  Soi^uBia  oqij  'osre  puv  >> 

•Xaaoca  *08ti3  v  ,      *m  ,  *  »     *     w 

nans  ai  'aioqM  ^ 

^^  'A^aToofl  ©oniunisB  [«:^iidp 

qong  jo  ^oadsai  .^oo^  jo  iC^i^nffBO  B  JO  ssanisnq  oq!j  i[e  10  3nqoi88ucx>  oq^ 
in  8)omi  oioq)    la  '  0  i*  '  1*     ** 

nooaiioaeAvq   A[pM9Ud3  pUV  'paiq  10   HdS  Aq  !|lI9piOCm  JO  'At^p^IlBVO  'AJniOT 

ittiairaa'oqrqnA  ^0  'q?«op  ^toibSb  soonwussB  3m^09j50  JO  oapu«j3  aqx  „ 

pd^iUDdjioom  9q 

o)  n»qi  poiion»  — :  a^oafqo  3aiAV0||0j 

pav  'XaBdmoQ  0      y 

oq^  o)  sXoa  oq^  Qpnpui  pav  0^  pao!|xd  ppoqe  AuisaaiOQ  aq*}  jo  ssonisnq 

ioi«  %9i  ••pawq  '^tredoioo  oq-^  JO  SuT!^9oui  pweuaS  Xj«aipjo^x9  n«  ;^v 

sXaooni  irons'  no  >.      t 

9)floo  jpqi  loj  'AmaniOQ  eonvjnsnx  enure]i{  «  jo  ssdmsnq  oq)  ai[i3^opnn 
PinUroSjpipi  ^  paAiosoj  OTAi  f»i  '/.figl  'qoJBH  P  HUT  ©q'^  ^0  noppq 
,  oqi  qSnoiiini  'jCxredxnoQ  eq^  jo  Sm^aom  iisjaoaS  Xrempjoui^xe  ire  ^y 

^  QMq  oAvq  *Xn«Ixnoj3  aq)  jo  noifn^^T^snoa  aq^  a3im 

qonsin  ^omui  *^®  -^^  ^1^  <>t  JdALod  Aire  uTO^noo  )on  pip  paap  pm  aqx 
•Xmidaioo 
oqi  JO  uodvd  «,?oajaq)  (^aauiiCtsaaj  aq^  Snunoas  joj  sajn^ 

mic^  aoj  jm  -txaqap  %xxB33  0)  pire  'iCaaoni  jo  cr^naiu'^saAni  pne  s^isodap 
-trooom lOM^  dAiaoaj  0%  pu«  'sXanom  pua^  o;  pu«  'sai^mnire  pire  *8!|uaui 
.pn<»  oy  'P«  -iiopna  'soAn  nodn  saoiremsw  ijirejS  o(j„  aq  o^  iCireduion 

ore  9)«oo  put  aip  JO  ssanisnq  aq-j  paugap  pire  'gf  81  '^^H  P  q^S  ^q'^  pa^vp 
pd?]^^iS?p^  ^^  !^aainan!jaB  jo  paap  aqx  {p)^:^OY  saiiredraoo  5[D0)g 
IitooVtoZSo  '^^ri»  ®V  P  fluoTSiAOJcl  aip  japnn  pawodjoouj  'iCcrediuoo 


Imoo  ipoig  51^0)8  %a\o^  «  8«ii  rtuvdiuoQ  9ouvd7iS9y  dfvj  xtusovj  aqr 

9nio|*Bjouo)oai     »•  •   • 


•s!)soo  JO  inq  «  JO  iioi)«x«j  pire  ijaAT] 
"Z^Z^    -op  oq!>  JOJ  uoniiaj  «  jo  Suijvaq  Jaq^^nj  aq!^  svm  glHT 

mz'H^Lzf^r      -AUVJWOO  SOKVaHSSV  3.117  XliCDHJ  ^H 

•C98I 

88t  *AHao)iyHO  m  sssyd 


'919  *W«H  9  (») 

a»«n  pmi  t  poaopaaai  np^  aq;  m  B;n9A9  9x^  xa  po^WAip  aq  <n  %99(qpa 
^u%v^s9%  oq;  JO  q^vdp  dq)  uo  iCpApoadsdi  maq;  m  pa^sdA  aureaaq 
fg^uref  J  OAg  dq)  jo  sdjsqs  9Ai)09ds9i  dq)  )«q}  pm  *xin«;89;  aq^  jo 
98Wdoap  aq;  uo  iC[a;«ipaman  sj^poniij  aq;  jo  ii^anaq  aq;  Joj  )sni)  m 
panj  aq^  jo  saa)sai;  aq;  iCq  ppq  aq  o;  pa^moddv  Xqaiaq;  nui  00099 
aqt  *\\m  aq;  jo  aoT)aTij|8uoa  aai;  aq^  o;  Soipioaav  *)«q;  'xvyiobq 


•wi"«»/r 


*omooni  e^vipeuiid^^ni  oq^  o(^  poi^^pna  iCf^nonbosnoo  are  vgi^ 
-ureu  QUf^  i^tsif^  puB  'qjjiS  eq^  jo  s^oofqo  9T{%  jo  i^gouoq  9X{%  loj 
poiaAOS  eq  o^  tom  qi  ^vq^^  ^nq  'os  iCfao  i^on  pue  f  ^89J«^m  p9!^A 

V  8BM  siqf  fvq!^  ^jojojoq!^  'uoinido  jo  me  j  *piny  oqf  Jo  finreoi 
-01  <^9qii  q^iii  iCino  psep  o^  no  sooS  xu^'B^goi  eq^  uoq^  pn« 
i  iCi^ire^aT  pa^oAuoo  aq  o%  'enpiSM  aq^  ppq  oqii  saa^siu^ 
ennra  aq^  o^  aBvm  aao  ui  naAiS  si  oOOSd^  ^^%  ajag  'JI^T 
XavSai  aq!^  qi^m  pa^aaanoa  aainuaAas  is  aq  )snm  %i  'i^aiod  xei% 
*xiaBsa  aq!^  )oti  si  'paiaAas  Saiaq  prnij  aq^  jo  ^pvtj  aiain  aqx 

^/aiqe^nd 
satnooaq  %t  ojojaq  ^o^a|  pajuajap  «  nodn  (|8aia!^Tn  SauiS  jo 
^aaj^a  aqi^  aA^q  ireo  ('jias^i  XavSa]  aq^  qi^iM  pa^aannoaun  asniBa 
jaq^o  10  'a|qisiCi3d  si  jps^i  £o^9{  Qi{%  aiojaq  aiq'oXvd  Suixnoa 
-aq  anpisdJ  jo  asvaaq*^  ni  sis)  'iC]ao  s^uoAa  amos  in  aotreiaAas 

V  qona  Sat^psm  jo  iCi^issaoan  ojam  aq!^  ^isq(^  p]oq  o%  a^qissod 
-rai  SI  !^i^  :8iC«s  'j,9};nvji  -a  sxdpwn/os  o;  Siquejai 
'vwjJBijii  JonaoOTqo-aoi^  aaaqM  '(©)  U9I2V  '^  Bw^^^  ^q 
paqddns  '3[uiq^  j  *si  as«o  «  qons  ni  uoj^oini^sip  anj^  aitc 

uapnretn 
•ai  m  ^saia^ui  ims  (^noq^m  pa^ojisdas  si  pmij  aqx  'saaata 
puv  SMaqdaa  aq!^  joj  ^vq^  nvq^  i^x^o  uoii^isodsip  on  si  aiaq^ 
'qi«ap  aqi^  laqjv  Xia((«ipamiui  ^  ai[V|  o^  ajis  saa^iu!^  aqj^ 
•q^«ap  aq^  uo  ^la^jinpararai  pasi«j  aq  o^  si  000S3F  ®^X  '^^'^ 
^uasajd  aq^  o^  a{q'aDT[dd'6  XidA  sis  am  a^ii^s  8i[i'8maj  asaqx 
^*moyS!\xsQiij\  p  aSe  aq^  panro^fti  p^  aa^eSaj  aq)  (i^an 


'ni9mfynf 


•cos  I 


•AsaouvHO  NI  easvo 


58» 


r 
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•69  0  'ci  a  9  (p) 


HwnoAV 
•a 

SToxaa 


•ji  paS^irera  OA-Bq  p|tioAL  R^v^  put?  'iC|9^«Tp9rauii  s^snn  oqi 
b;  J9A0  piwl  U99q  9A«Ti  qsiim  pun  'q^«op  s,Joq«|8a!j  oq^  nodn 
Xiaqtnporami  enpisoi  oip  raoij  pa^urodos  traaq  OA«q  ppiOA 
:|i  'iCo^Sq  -B  uoaq  ptrq  jtjq^  ji  joj  f  jnoj-X'jU8M(^  noqii  tmq  o^ 
(^sonboq  opIraTS  «  raoij  (juoiojjip  iCiOA  si  „  ^^uiouq  'J^  Jig  s.(«s 
,,*|T?qx  „  •OTOT^xreora  oq^  ut  bootmoip  tnwii«) «  mtq  aaprai  o^ 
putj  'oSv  pogiodds  eq-j  ^«  p9 AUJt?  oq  noqAi  ratq  o^  opqM  9\{%  J9j 
-sntti!)  (x>  'ijgonoq  siq  loj  iji  OAOidrai  o%  'ysvji  mpjj/i  Jo  igaooq 
Q\{%  JOJ  'iC|a»n|08qii  899'j8nj^  o^  q^jiS  «  qtiq  •lyiS  pogipnb 
-un  9|daii8  «  ^ou  8«m  ^t  esn^oeq  ^ij^q^  o^  ^joeai  o^  Xi«8B909n 
90a  8«M  ^T  'onpreai  v  o)  so  noiqovrisTp  eqi  no  treq^  osiMjaq^o 
po^sdA  sviyi  )ji8  eq:^  %nv()  uoisnpnoo  oq^  ^v  OAiure  o^  ^poffip  %\ 
punoj  pwq  Jondou«qQ-pjorj  gq^  qSnoq^  fl«q^  saAJOsqo  \(f)  tuwi 
-».ti)  -A  tu>9tt«)j7  ai  9SU0  snp  no  Snpnemmoo  ui  *oqii  ';taM£) 
'Jl  Jig  ^q  OMop  pTO{  iC|8aoi^  Xi9A  oidpmid  eq!^  OAvq  om 
*!|aiod  m  XpodJip  jjas^i  ?ou  st  9&WDApt^^fj  'a  p/107  qSnoq^ry 

'(|jwfe  }d8  ST  pmij  «  noqAi 
'pa^soA  ^sdJd^m  nn  Smp|oq  m  o9  nm  ^jcioj;)  oqi^  J«tj  Moq  Moqs 
Un^nv^  'A  sju^'punvg  piro  \v)  9Buvji79ff^j  'a  mo j  "saoovis 
-mnojio  s;t  txx  |moods  sn/A  qoTqAv  *99m/Dq  'A  flppoff  sapisaq 
898V9  iCireni  m  no  poipi  naoq  svq  pnnj  v  jo  noT^tiSoiSds  siqj^ 
'0009J*  ^^^  OAoq'e  pn«  joao  niomoi  ppioAi  qoiq^  9\v\a9 
Qi\%  0%  J9J9J  o\  %wsom  9q8  <}i3q'^  Ai9q8  0%  Snipno^  pnv  '9}«^9 
ItuonaS  9q^  uiojj  00093^  ^^^  p^^'^^os  p«q  oqs  9vq^  psAioonoo 
oqs  '^t?q'^  Snii&oqs  X|it?9p  '9npisai  9q)  mojj  Snmioov  onzoom 
9|oqAv  pn«  (^89J9!^ai  oq*^  jo  %Bnj%  n  'st  ^sanbgq  9q^  ja^v  iCfg^vip 
-auirni  xu!^^sa^  aq^  jo  pnim  oq^  0^  sjnooo  qaiqAi  9atqf  ^xan 
aqjQ  *89a9in  pn«  SAL9qd9n  9q^  i^s  jo  oiniroj  aq^  no  j9ao 
9ji9  on  81 0J9q!^  'ni9q!^  Snonro  dTqsjOAU ins  jo  ^ganaq  si  oioq^ 
'q9noq(^i«  'naqj^ — 'qsvbi  o^  'q^uap  9q^  jo^v  iC|a)iiipannni  *8i 
noi^oajip  aq^ — ao^jd  "jsig  ot{%  nj  •suosJ9d  jaq-jo  0^  po^^wd 
-ojddo  SI  anpisoj  aq*^  'saaam  pn'e  SMaqdau  aq*^  p  ^ganaq  oq^ 
joj  pa(|«red9s  naaq  SniAvq  pnnj  9q>  ;nq  i  ptmj  jnqnai^tid 
9q^  pire  e!)V(Ba  [BianaS  9q(^  jo  saa^^m j)  ejre  snosxad  enras  eq^ 
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The  aolicitora,  to  whom  the  costs  in  question  are  due,         186S. 
were  appointed^  in  the  month  of  October,  1858,  Solicitors  rs  phcemiz 
to  the  Company  at  a  fixed  salary,  ^Yhich,  however,  was  not  to  ^^*  'com*" 
include  any  costs  of  litigation ;  and  with  regard  to  the  claim        p^^* 
for  costs  incurred  in  respect  of  the  life  assurance  busi-  ^p^^j^^J^J* 
ness  no  difficulty  arisen    It  is  admitted,  that  these  costs  are        ^^ 
due.    With  regard  to  the  rest  of  the  claim  now  before  me.      Judgment. 
I  do  not  mean  to  lay  down  any  general  rule  that  soli- 
citors of  a  Company  are  never  entitled  to  be  remunerated 
for  their  services  where  it  appears  that  they  have  acted  in 
matters  beyond  the  power  of  the  Company ;  but  I  think  that 
the  onus  of  showing  in  each  particular  case  that  they  ought 
to  be  so  remunerated  lies  upon  them. 

In  the  present  case,  these  gentlemen  knew  that  the  Com- 
pany had  no  power  to  carry  on  the  business  of  marine  insu- 
rance, and  they  attempted  to  remedy  the  defect  by  procuring 
the  adhesion  of  the  shareholders  to  a  supplemental  deed : 
that  failed  because  the  shareholders  did  not  all  accede  to  it  : 
therefore  these  gentlemen  clearly  knew  not  only  that  the 
marine  insurances  were  ultra  vires,  but  that  the  acts  of  the 
directors  in  that  respect  would  not  be  confirmed.  Now,  if 
persons  who  are  trustees  for  a  public  body  appoint  solici- 
tors, these  solicitors  are  not  the  servants  of  the  directors  or 
trustees  who  appointed  them,  but  of  the  Company  or  Body 
Corporate ;  and  it  is  their  duty  to  advise  the  Company  and 
directors  to  adhere  to  all  the  rules  and  regulations  of  the 
Company,  and  not  to  indulge  their  own  personal  views. 

There  are  two  classes  of  actions  in  which  these  disputed 
costs  have  been  incurred. 

1st — ^The  case  of  The  Ava  where  money  having  been 
paid  to  persons  who  were  afterwards  compensated  for 
their  loss  aliunde,  the  Company  brought  their  action  and 
recovered  back  the  money;  and 

Sndly. — ^The  cases  where  the  Company  was  Defendant  to 
actions  brought  on  marine  policies. 
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1808.  In  the  latter  cases  I  should  not  have  felt  any  difficulty  in 

Rk  Phcenix    giving  these  gentlemen  their  costs,  had  they  met  the  actions 

^ck^Co^"    ^^  ^^^  ^^^^  "^^  ^  P^®*  ^^  "  ^®^®^  indebted  :"  thus  at  once 
PANT.        freeing  the  Company  from  liability,  and  leaving  it  to  the 
^^^;J^,^  directors,  who  alone  were  really  liable,  to  get  out  of  their 
Casb.        personal  difficulty  as  best  they  could  :  but  this  is  not  what 
Jtidffment      they  do ;  on  the  contrary,  they  run  up  a  bill  of  £4tO0  in 
the  endeavour  to  ascertain  whether  or  not  the  insured  had 
been  guilty  of  a  fraud,  a  matter  with  which  the  Company 
had  nothmg  to  do.    It  was  their  plain  duty  to  tell  the  direc- 
tors that  they  could  not  act  for  the  Company  except  in  one 
way,  namely,  by  denying  all  liability  in  respect  of  these 
insurances ;  and  as  they  did  not  choose  to  take  that  course,  I 
must  hold  that  they  defended  these  actions  on  behalf  of  the 
directors  personally,  and  disallow  these  costs  as  against  the 
Company. 

On  similar  grounds  I  must  consider  that  the  ^200  which 
was  recovered  in  the  case  of  TliC  Ava  was  the  money  of  the 
directors,  not  of  the  Company ;  that  is  to  say,  if  it  had  not 
been  recovered  the  directors  would  have  been  liable  to  refund 
it  to  the  Company,  and  therefore  it  was  recovered  for  their 
benefit.    These  costs  also  must  therefore  be  disallowed. 

Then  there  is  a  claim  of  lien  set  up,  not  very  distinctly, 
and  not  pointed  at  any  specific  property.  It  may  be  suffi- 
cient to  say  on  that  point,  that,  if  these  gentlemen  have  any 
fund  in  their  hands  properly  chaigeable  with  any  debt  due 
to  them,  they  can  put  in  force  the  usual  attorney's  lien :  I 
have  nothing  to  say  to  that ;  my  present  concern  is  merely 
¥rith  these  bills  of  costs,  and  no  part  of  these  disputed  charges 
appears  to  me  to  be  sustainable. 

Then  again  there  is  a  claim  to  appropriate  to  these 
unauthorised  charges  certain  sums  of  money  paid  by 
the  directors  to  these  gentlemen  on  account  of  costs  gener- 
ally,  and  Mr.  SmUh  asks,  (what  I  admit  to  be  the  proper 
test  in  a  question  of  appropriation)  "  Could  this  money,  sup- 
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posing  it  to  hare  been  paid  expressly  on  account  of  these 
marine  costs,  have  been  recovered  back  ? "  Not^  perhaps, 
by  the  directors,  but  in  equity  by  the  Company  it  certainly 
could;  the  money  would  have  been  paid  in  breach  of  trust, 
and  if  you  once  arrive  at  this  conclusion  the  solicitors,  who 
ex  hypothesi  would  have  been  cognizant  of  such  breach, 
could  not  have  retained  it  against  the  claim  of  the  cestuex 
que  trustent. 

I  repeat  that  1  do  not  wish  to  lay  down  any  general  rule 
that  the  solidton  of  a  Company  are  not  justified  in  defend, 
ing  doubtful  actions ;  but  in  this  case  these  actions  arose  in 
the  regular  course  of  proceeding  m  carrying  on  a  branch 
of  the  business  which  the  solicitors  knew,  and  had  advised 
the  directors,  could  not  properly  be  carried  on. 

I  must  disallow  the  costs  in  question  and  negative  the 
claim  of  appropriation. 


1803. 

Sb  Ph<emix 
Lm  AsguR- 
▲NCI  Com- 

howabd  ahd 

Dollman'8 

Caie. 


In  Re  HOLDEN. 

Is  Re  the    LONDON   AND  NORTH    WESTERN 
RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

JL  HIS  was  a  petition  by  Henry  Augustus  Holden,  the 
tenant  for  life,  and  WUliami  Rose  Holden,  the  tenant  in 
tail  in  remainder,  asking  for  p^ment  to  the  tenant  in  tail 
of  a  sum  of  £1394  Consols,  representing  the  purchase  money 
paid  into  the  Bank  by  the  London  and  North  Western 
Railway  Company  as  compensation  for  part  of  the  entailed 
estate.    No  disentailing  deed  had  been  executed. 


Mr.  SprmgaU  Thompson,  for  the  Plaintiff,  submitted, 
that  the  stock  might  be  transferred  to  the  tenant  in  tail, 
without  his  being  required  to  execute  a  disentailing  deed 
in  respect  of  it  

The  Vice-Chancellob  made  the  order. 
VOL.  I.  a  a 


Fa.  2nd. 

PracUce — Fag' 

meni  out  of 

Cour^—Tmtani 

in  tail — Dis- 

entailing  Dud, 

A  fund  which 
represented  the 
interest  of  k 
tenant  in  tail 
in  remainder  in 
land  taken  by 
a  railway  oom- 
panj  ordered  to 
be  paid  out  of 
Court  to  the 
tenant  in  tail 
in  remainder 
with  the  oon- 
sent  of  the 
tenant  for  life, 
without  re- 
quiring a  dis- 
entailing deed. 
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AprU  2Sih. 
Charity^ 

Geo.  2,  c.  36. — 

Atuts — Pure 

and  impure 

Peraonalty^^ 

Apportionment 

Where  a  be- 
quest to  a 
charity  fails 
pro  tanto,  as 
being  giren  out 
of  the  proceeds 
of  pure  and  im- 
pure person- 
alty, the  pro- 
portion in  which 
the  bequest  faUs 
is  to  be  ascer- 
tained eocord- 
ing  to  the  state 
andyalueofthe 
assets  at  the 
testator's  death 
and  not  at  the 
time  of  the  ap- 
portionment. 

Bobinton  y. 
The  London 
HotpUal  (a) 
oorreoted. 

Argument, 


CALVERT  V.  ARMITAGR 

X  HIS  was  a  Bill  to  execute  the  trusts  of  the  will  of  J, 
Baker,  which,  after  directing  a  sum  of  ^6,000  to  be  raised 
out  of  his  real  and  personal  estate,  limited  the  same,  in  the 
event  of  the  failure  of  issue  of  his  sons,  as  to  ^200  to 
the  Treasurers  for  the  time  being  of  certain  charities,  and 
subject  thereto  over.  The  only  point  of  interest  related  to 
the  form  of  the  inquiries  for  the  purpose  of  apportioning 
the  assets  with  reference  to  the  charity  legaciea 


Mr.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Tuimer,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
called  the  Vice-Chancellor's  attention  to  the  direction  in 
Robinsoii  v.  The  London  Hospital  (a),  that  the  apportion- 
ment should  be  made  according  to  the  values  of  the  pure 
and  impure  personalty  respectively  at  the  time  of  the  ap- 
portioning, and  not  according  to  the  values  at  the  time  of 
the  decease  of  the  testator. 

Mr.  LitOe  for  the  Charities. 

Mr.  Osborne,  Q.C.,andMr.  Vaughan  Johnson,  for  other 
Defendants  interested  in  the  fund,  contended  that  the  ap- 
portionment should  be  according  to  the  values  at  the  pre- 
sent time  and  not  at  the  death  of  testator. 

Mr.  0.  L.  EusseU,  for  the  widow. 

Mr.  Bury,  for  other  partie& 


JupffmenL       ViC£-ChA1?CELL0B  SiR  W.  PAOE  WoOD  :— 

I  cannot  discover  from  the  report  of  Robinson  v.  The 
(a)  10  Hare,  19,  29. 
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London  Hospital  uy  special  reason  for  making  the  order 
in  that  shape.  I  always  thought  the  rule  was  clearly  the 
other  way.  According  to  the  report^  the  decision  seems 
wrong.  The  rule  is  as  in  Sparlmg  v.  Parker,  and 
WiUiama  v.  Kei^ahaw  (a),  that  the  proportion  in  which 
the  bequest  fails  is  to  be  ascertained  according  to  the  state 
and  value  of  the  assets  at  the  testator's  death  and  not  at  the 
time  of  apportionment 
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186S. 


JuigmwL 


iHQunT  direeted  accordingly. 

(a)  Cited  5  Seton*s  Decrees,  176. 


MinuU. 


/  ^»t^*^  ^^     ^>^-    ^'^^*/^*  /^^ 


BBAHAM  V.  BUSTARD. 


Avg.  Ut,  Srt/« 

Bxehmw*  Uu 

of  faneyNamg 

'^Itywtetion, 


HIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injonction  to  restram  the  trodnoas  into ' 
Defendante  from  selling  soap  imd«r  the  name  of  "The  ^S*|^]^eb^ 
Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap/'  or  any  name  only  oolourably  ^<>i^b  p^' 
different  therefrom.  to  exif  t,  u  new 

as  an  urtiele  of 

The  Plaintiffs  were  soap  manufacturew  in  LoncUm;  STS^^^d  a^ 
and  in  the  course  of  December,  1862,  they  introduced  fJP'^^on  ^^ 

"  tnerenom  in  tba 

into  the  market  a  superior  kind  of  white  soft  soap,  which  market  by  a 
they  sold  under  the  name  of  "The  Excelsior  White  Soft  merely doscrip. 

c^-  ^  » f  tive  of  the  arti- 

^^^P-  ole,5.wUlnot 

bo  permitted  to 

It  was  admitted,  that  white  soft  soap  as  a  chemical  pro-  *«H  ,&  similar 

article  wider 

duct  had  been  known  for  a  long  time;  but  it  was  asserted,  the  tamename; 
and  prored,  that  there  was  little  or  no  demand  for  it  in  the  £ough"the  ~ 
market  nnUl  after  the  Plaintiffs  had  so  introduced  it  as  |??^i!!^5''^ 

ine  name  m 
quettion  haa 
long  been  in  common  um  as  applied  to  goods  of  a  different  kind.    And  !t  will  make  no  dif- 
fprenoe  that  the  Plaintiff  has  also  a  tnule  mark  which  has  not  been  takea  hj  the  Defendant. 

G  G  2 
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1808.        aforesaid,  and  that,  for  oommercial  purposes,  it  was  then 
substantially  a  new  article. 

The  Defendants  were  manufacturing  chemists,  carrying 
Skummnt,  on  business  at  Ma/ncliester  under  the  firm  of  ^*  Bustard  ^ 
Co.;'*  and  in  the  course  of  the  month  of  March,  1863, 
one  Mr.  Prior,  a  travelling  agent  of  the  Plaintiffs,  proposed 
to  the  Defendant  Bustard  that  he  should  accept  a  sub- 
agency  from  him  (Prior)  for  the  sale  of  this  soap.  This 
Bustard  declined  to  do. 

At  some  time  prior  to  June,  1863,  the  Defendants  began 
to  manufacture  white  soft  soap,  which  they  brought  into  the 
market  and  sold  imder  the  name  of  "  Bustard  Jk  Vo^s. 
Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap." 

Both  Plamti£E8  and  Defendants  used  their  respective 
names  on  labels  attached  to  their  jars  and  casks,  and  on 
handbiUs  and  placards,  according  to  the  usual  custom  in 
such  cases. 

In  the  month  of  March,  1863,  the  Plamti£b  adopted  a 
specific  trade  mark,  which  they  thenceforward  introduced 
into  their  labels,  handbills,  See.  This,  it  was  admibted,  the 
Defendants  had  not  attempted  to  copy. 

On  the  1st  of  June,  1863,  Prior  (who  was  also  agent  for 
the  Defendants  for  the  sale  of  other  articles)  called  at 
their  counting  house  on  business  connected  with  such  agency, 
and  he  then  discovered  that  the  Defendants  were  selling 
soap  under  the  said  name,  and  he  remonstrated  with  them 
for  doing  so. 

Prior  also  swore  that  he  had  been  informed  by  sevend 
persons  who  were  his  customers^  that  they  had  been  offered 
''  The  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap ''  by  agents  of  the  De- 
fendants, and  one  of  these  persons  (a  Mr.  Taylor)  stated 
that  he  had  believed  the  person  who  made  the  offer  to  have 
been  a  sub*agent  of  the  Plaintifib  sent  to  him  by  Prior. 
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On  the  17th  June,  1863,  the  Defendants  wrote  and  sent        i562 
to  the  Plaintifib  the  following  letter : — 


"  Messrs.  H.  /.  Braham  ^'  Co.,  Londaru 
"  Gentlemen,  "  Jum  nth,  1863. 

''  We  haye  this  day  received  information  which  has 
led  us  to  think  you  have  taken  offence  at  and  are  trying 
to  bring  an  action  at  law  against  us  for  making  a  white 
soft  soap  and  using  the  word  'Excelsior'  in  connection 
with  the  same,  which  occurs  on  two  of  our  printed  label& 
one  of  which  reads  *Bvsta/rd  Js  Cd*8.  Excelsior  White 
Soft  Soap  Works,  Oollyhv/rat,  Manclieater*  the  other 
'  Busta/rd  ^  Co.  (Excelsior)  Soft  Soap/  we  have  also,  on 
our  last  lot  of  address  cards,  amongst  other  articles  we 
make,  used  the  words  'Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap'  on 
one  side,  and  our  address  in  full  on  the  other  side. 
This  is  the  head  and  front  of  our  offending.  We  have 
no  intention  to  do  you  any  injury  whatever,  nor  never  had. 
The  way  we  got  to  bear  of  and  commence  making  a 
white  soft  soap  is  as  follows : — Mr.  Prior,  your  MancheS' 
ter  agent,  is  an  agent  of  ours  also,  and  has  been  this  last 
eight  months,  and  in  a  conversation  with  our  Mr.  Bustard 
three  months  since,  after  telling  him  how  he  was  going 
on  with  your  soap,  he  offered  to  give  him  a  sub-agency 
for  the  same,  and  he  (Mr.  Prior)  would  allow  him  5  per 
cent,  on  sales.  This  Mr.  Bustard  declined,  stating  that 
he  was  sure  it  would  not  pay  to  work  a  totally  new  thing 
for  such  a  small  commission  amongst  our  connexion. 
About  a  month  after  this,  when  Mr.  Prior  was  again  at 
our  place,  he  tried  hard  to  get  Mr.  Bustard  to  work  a 
sub-agency  from  him  for  the  soap ;  this  Mr.  Bustard  de- 
clined as  before,  as  it  would  not  pay  us ;  at  the  same  time 
telling  him  that  he  thought  he  could  make  what  small 
quantity  we  could  sell  About  a  month  since  Mr.  Pirior 
was  again  at  our  place,  he  saw  one  of  our  labels,  which 
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1868.  reads  '  Bustard  &  Go's.  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap  Works, 
Braham  OoUyhurst,  Mcmchester*  he  then  said  he  thought  wo 
Bvttiao.  ought  not  to  use  the  word  '  Excelsior;'  to  which  Mr.  Bus- 
tard said  he  could  not  see  that  we  were  doing  them  any 
injury,  as  we  had  our  name  printed  before  the  *  Excel- 
sior/ but  asked  him  (Mr.  Prior)  to  write  to  you  asking 
the  question  whether  we  were  right  or  not»  as  we  would 
give  it  up  if  we  were  infringing  on  your  rights  and  privi- 
leges. This  we  are  now  prepared  to  do  if  you  think  we 
ought  not  to  use  the  word;  the  word  cannot  do  us  any  good, 
as  it  is  not  at  all  known  by  that  name.  We  did  not  use  the 
word  to  get  any  of  your  trade,  or  should  not  have  put  our 
own  names  before  it  We  have  never  solicited  orders  for 
or  sold  any  soap  as  the  '  Excelsior,'  but  simply  as  a  white 
soft  soap,  nor  have  sold  £20  of  it,  as  our  books  shew.  We 
have  now  stated  the  case  simply  and  frankly  and  should 
like  to  be  met  in  the  same  spirit.     Your  reply  will  be 

esteemed  by 

'*  Yours  &a, 

"Bustard  &  Co." 

To  this  letter  the  Plaintiffs  replied  as  follows : — 

"  Messrs.  G.  Bustard  <fe  Co., 
''  Qentn.,  "  Jum  ISih,  1868. 

"Yours  of  the  17th  is  before  us,  contents  noted. 
You  are  undoubtedly  quite  correct  in  what  you  say.  You 
hear  of  our  intentions  to  prosecute  for  an  attempt  on  your 
part  to  palm  off  upon  the  public  an  imitation  of  our 
Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap  for  the  genuine.  We  fancy 
there  should  be  some  means  adopted  always  to  secure 
owners  in  the  possession  of  their  property,  and  with  this 
view  we  have  made  arrangements  for  a  vigorous  prose- 
cution of  a  suit  against  yourselves.  We  are  disposed 
only  to  protect  ourselves  and  the  public  against  impoei- 
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tion^  and  this  we  feel  that  we  are  bound  to  do.  It  is 
qaite  clear  that  you  propose  to  reap  a  benefit  from  the 
sale  of  an  imitation  that  the  public  through  you  are 
induced  to  accept  as  the  genuine,  and  thus  do  us  a  two- 
fold injury,  by  pocketing  our  .rightful  money,  and  by 
palming  off  your  stuff,  which  we  have  before  us,  for  ours. 
It  remains  with  you  to  decide  our  course:  either  you 
must  cease  making  anything  of  the  kind,  or  causing  it  to 
be  made  and  sold,  or  continue  your  operations  with  the 
assumnce  that  you  thereby  bring  upon  yourselves  a  law- 
suit^ which  we  will  frankly  say  we  would  quite  as  soon 
have  as  not.  We  are  induced  by  the  frankness  of  your 
letter  to  be  equally  frank ;  and  shall  await  your  reply. 

**  Truly  yours,  &c., 

"H.  J.  Braham&Co." 
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In  reply  to  this  letter  the  Defendants  wrote : — 
**  Messrs.  H.  0.  Braham  ^  Co.,  London. 

"  Gentlemen,  *'June  19th,  1868. 

"  Your  favor  of  the  18th  to  hand.    We  are  sorry  to 
have  troubled  you  with  ours  of  the  17th,  having  since 
found  that  we  were  needlessly  alarmed.    You  can  take 
what  steps  you  think  proper ;  and  in  the  meantime 
*'  We  are.  Gentlemen, 

*'  Yours  respectfully, 

"  Bustard  &  Co." 


Upon  the  receipt  of  this  letter  the  Bill  was  filed. 

The  Plaintiffs  proved  the  fiicts  above  stated,  and  that 
they  had  had  consideraJble  sale  for  this  soap,  and  that  it 
was  well  known  in  the  principal  towns  in  the  kingdom 
under  the  name  of  "  The  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap ; " 
and  they  swore  that^  to  the  best  of  their  belief,  the  name  in 
question  had  never  been  used  by  any  one  except  them- 
selves and  the  Defendants. 
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The  Defendants  filed  affidavits  in  opposition  to  the 
motion,  in  which  they  stated  that  they  did  not  use  in  the 
manufacture  any  process  communicated  to  them  by  the 
Flaintifib  or  their  agents,  and  that  they  did  not  mean  by 
the  use  of  the  word  '' Excelsior "  to  chum  any  connection 
with  the  Plaintiffs,  but  merely  to  denote  the  superior  qua- 
lity of  their  soap.  They  produced  a  number  of  placards 
and  advertisements  of  all  sorts,  on  which  the  word  "  Excel- 
sior "  was  used  as  descriptive  of  all  kinds  of  goods^  from 
sewing  machines  to  steel  pens,  (none  of  such  goods,  how- 
ever, being  soap  or  of  that  nature)  ;  and  they  further  said 
that  neither  their  goods  nor  those  of  the  PUintiffi  had 
any  position  in  the  market  of  any  value,  and  produced  a 
Mr,  Totes,  who  had  acted  as  their  agent  for  some  time,  and 
who  said  he  had  been  obliged  to  abandon  the  attempt  to 
sell  "  White  Soft  Soap  "  in  consequence  of  the  want  of 
demand  for  it 


Argvmeni.        Mr.  IK  M.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  Cha/i'lea,  for  the 
""""         motion : — 

No  one  ever  sold  *'  Excelsior  "  Soap  till  we  did.  The 
name  is  a  mere  fancy  name,  which  we  adopted  first,  and 
which  therefore  it  is  a  fraud  on  us  to  copy:  Knott  v.  Md*- 
yan  (a),  Croft  v.  Day  {b).  This  is  not  nearly  so  difficult 
a  case  as  that  of  the  ''  warranted "  watches  (c),  and  yet 
there  the  injunction  was  granted. 


Mr.  Rolt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lah  RusseU  contra :— - 

This  is  a  mere  puffing  case. 

A  puffing  trader  naturally  wishes  to  give  the  impression 
that  his  goods  are  the  best  in  the  world ;  but  he  must  not 
use  words  descriptive  of  quality  if  he  wishes  to  have  the 

(a)  2  Keen,  213.  {b)  7  Besv.  85. 

(c)  Gout  v.  AleploglUi  6  Beav.  69,  n. 
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exclusive  use  of  them.  Excelsior  has  become  as  much  an 
EngUah  word  as  extra,  or  superior^  and  is  used  as  denoting 
the  highest  quality  of  a  particular  article,  ex.  gr.  Dufowi^a 
Plums.  But  we  are  at  liberty  to  say  to  the  world  that  our 
article  is  better  than  his. 

There  is  no  evidence  that  any  one  was  deceived. 

[The  Yio&ChakceIiLOB. — At  least  one  person  seems  to 
have  been  so.] 

Mr.  Bolt. — They  might  as  well  have  been  deceived  by 
Excelsior  trowsers,  Excelsior  matches,  &c. 

We  always  used  our  own  name  in  connection  with  the 
word. 

This  is  not  a  new  article.  White  Soft  Soap,  though  not 
generally  known  in  the  market,  has  been  long  known  by 
the  trade. 

At  any  rate,  when  the  Flainti£Gi  adopted  their  present 
trade  mark,  they  virtually  announced  that  no  goods  with- 
out that  mark  were  theirs,  and  we  have  never  attempted  to 
imitate  that  mark :  WocUam  v.  RatclAff(a). 

Mr.  James  in  reply : — 

Their  own  evidence  is  that  this  is  a  ''  totally  new  article." 
This  is  as  deliberate  an  attempt  to  rob  another  man  of  his 
property  as  ever  was  seen. 

If  "Excelsior"  only  means  "Superfine,"  they  should 
shew  some  Quality  with  which  to  compare  it ;  but  there  is 
none,  it  is  all  Excelsior,  therefore  it  is  not  a  mark  of  quality 
but  a  fancy  name.  In  the  case  referred  to  it  was  proved 
that  no  one  had  been  in  fact  deceived. 
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This  case  is,  in  some  respects,  novel ;  but  I  think  that  the     Judgment, 
(a)  Supra,  p.  259. 
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principles  to  be  applied  to  it  are  sufficiently  clear  to  guide 
me  to  a  conclusion. 

In  the  first  place,  it  is  clear  that  the  Defendants  deserve 
no  consideration  at  the  hands  of  the  Court :  if  they  have 
an  abstract  right  to  do  what  they  have  done,  the  Court 
must  permit  it,  however  opposed  to  one's  moral  sense, 
(I  held  that  in  the  Prize  Medal  Case  (a)  ) ;  but  certainly  I 
should  not  feel  at  all  disposed  in  their  favour. 

Now  I  think  it  is  sufficiently  established,  that,  as  an 
article  of  commerce,  this  is  a  new  article ;  indeed  Bustard 
Js  Co.  admit  as  much  in  their  first  letter,  and  Yaiee^e  affidavit 
makes  it  clear  that  this  is  so :  then,  as  a  new  article,  it  of 
course  required  a  name,  and  accordingly  this  name  was 
given  to  it. 

We  next  find  that  a  commission  for  the  sale  of  this  soap 
was  o£fered  to  Bustard  ^  Co.,  but  they  did  not  think  it 
worth  their  while  to  work  on  commission ;  and  in  their  first 
letter  they  honestly  admit  that  the  first  idea  they  ever 
had  of  making  white  soft  soap  for  the  market  was  from 
Prior^a  visit  True,  they  afterwards  sought  to  lead  the 
Court  to  a  difierent  conclusion,  but  I  find  this  admission 
(which  I  consider  an  honest  confession  of  the  fact)  in  their 
letter.    [His  Honour  read  the  letter.] 

I  had  to  consider  this  question  in  the  case  of  Yowng'a 
Paraffin  Oil ;  and  in  that  case,  if  the  evidence  had  gone  to 
show  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  the  first  to  apply  the 
name  *' Paraffin"  to  the  oil,  I  should  have  granted  an 
injunction;  but  there  I  had  it  proved  that  the  name 
"  Paraffin  Oil "  had  long  been  known  as  the  sdentific  name' 
of  the  article,  and  that  the  Defendant  could  not  well  have 
called  it  anything  else ;  just  as  here  the  Defendants  cannot 
help  calling  their  article  "  White  Soft  Soap."    The  present 

(a)  BaUif  V.  HUl,  supra,  p.  264. 
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Plainiifis  seem  to  have  felt  this  difficulty,  and  to  have 
determined  on  haTing  a  name  ivhich  should  specifically 
denote  their  manufacture,  and  nothing  else,  and  accordingly 
they  call  it  "  The  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap." 

The  only  doubt  I  have  really  felt  was,  whether  I  could 
take  it  as  clear  that  the  Plaintifib'  goods,  and. their  goods 
only,  were  known  in  the  market  by  this  name ;  but  this  is 
proved  by  the  evidence  of  Prior,  and  practically  by  that  of 
Totes,  and  the  Defendants  do  not  produce  a  single  witness 
to  say  that  he  knew  the  article,  and  that  the  name  "  Ex- 
celsior'' was  only  taken  as  an  indication  of  quality. 

It  is  clear  on  the  evidence^  that  from  December  to 
June  the  Flaintiffii  had  the  sole  manufact.ure  of  the  article 
called  '<  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap." 

But  then  it  is  said  that  the  name  is  a  ridiculous  one,  and 
the  Court  wiU  not  interfere  to  protect  it  But  though  it  is 
true  that  the  Court  will  not,  if  it  can  avoid  it,  be  made 
the  medium  of  a  mere  puffing  advertisement,  still  if,  as 
here,  the  Plaintifib  have  a  right  of  sufficient  value  to  in- 
duce others  to  attempt  a  firaudulent  violation  of  it,  the 
Court  will  interfere  to  prevent  them  from  being  cheated. 

Again  the  Defendants  urge  that  Excelsior  is  merely  a 
mark  of  quality,  like  "  Superfine,"  or  **  Superior ; "  but  there 
seems  to  me  to  be  a  double  answer  to  this : — 

In  the  first  place,  the  Plaintiffs  do  not  sell  two  or  three 
qualities  of  soap,  calling  one  of  them  "  excelsior,''  and  the 
others  by  some  other  name ;  they  have  only  one  quality, 
which  they  denominate  "  The  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap,*' 
and  there  is  nothing  except  itself  with  which  to  compare  it. 

But,  in  the  second  place,  the  manner  in  which,  as  has  been 
proved,  this  name  is  generally  used  in  the  market,  shows 
that  it  is  more  like  such  names  as  **  Victoria,"  *'  Albert^" 
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"  Eureka/'  &c.,  which  are  not  names  of  quality,  but  simply 
arbitrary  designations  for  sake  of  distinction. 

If  the  PlaintifTs  had  issued  their  soap  under  the  name 
of  Albert  White  Soft  Soap,  I  should  undoubtedly  have 
interfered  to  prevent  anyone  else  from  adopting  that  name 
to  their  prejudice ;  and  here  it  is  proved  that  the  Flaintifis' 
goods  had  undisputed  possession  of  the  market  for  at  least 
six  months  under  the  name  at  present  in  dispute^  and 
have  acquired  a  reputation  under  that  nama 

It  was  with  some  regret  that  I  read  the  Flaintifib'  answer 
to  the  first  letter  of  the  Defendants;  but  I  cannot  treat  that 
letter,  little  as  I  approve  of  its  tone,  as  any  justification  of 
the  subsequent  conduct  of  the  Defendants. 

The  additional  trade  mark  adopted  by  the  Plaintifib,  in 
March  last,  does  not,  to  my  mind,  affect  the  question.  The 
name  "Conveyance  Company''  was  not  a  trade  mark, 
and  I  cannot  hold  it  to  be  any  justification  for  a  Defendant 
to  say  ''  the  Plaintiff  has  two  wajrs  of  identifying  his  goods, 
and  I  have  only  stolen  one  of  them.'' 

In  the  Sheffield  cases  the  Defendants  had  not  taken  the 
trade  marks  (properly  so  called)  of  Badgers  ^*  San,  and  yet 
this  Court  granted  injunctions  to  prevent  the  unauthorised 
use  of  Messrs.  Radgera'a  name  apart  from  their  trade  mark. 

If  the  Defendants  had  not  desired  to  obtain  an  unfair 
advantage  of  the  reputation  of  the  Plaintiffs'  goods,  they 
would  have  called  their  soap  "  Victoria  White  Soft  Soap,"  or 
''  Boyal  White  Soft  Soap,"  or  by  some  similar  name.  I  must 
grant  this  injunction. 


Minute*  of 
Order. 


Rbstbain  the  Defendants  from  scUiag,  or  advertising,  or  exposing 
for  sale,  any  soap  under  the  name  of  Excelsior  White  Soft  Soap,  or 
any  vrords  so  contrived  as  to  represent  or  to  lead  to  the  belief  that 
the  article  sold  by  the  Defendants  is  the  Phuntifb*  article  of  manufac- 
ture. 
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Re  state  fire  INSURANCE  COMPANY.  M^ii^. 

TCLffi    /   ^m6:x^,^J*,  63c^  .  Assurance 

HIS  was  in  adjourned  summons  taken  out  by  the  official     ^jf^^^ 

"  ^  ''  Winding-up. 

manager  of  the  State  Fire  Insurance  Company,  to  obtain  a  Fire  in- 
the  direction  of  the  Court  as  to  the  distribution  of  the  funds  ^t^^X' 
in  hand  among  the  different  classes  of  creditors.  policies,  by 

"  'Which   the 

The  State  Fire  Insurance  Company  was  constituted  under  company  ^re 
the  7th  &  8th  Vict.  cap.  110,  by  a  deed  of  settlement,  m*de  liable  to 

^  '     »'  '  pay  the  amount 

dated  the  12th  of  October,  1854,  and  executed  by  the  share-  of  loss,  with  a 
holders.    The  deed  contained  the  following  clauses : —  the  personal 

liabili^  of 

7.  The  Directors  shall  form  two  several  funds,  to  be  called  shareholdera. 
respectively  the  Shareholders'  Fund,  and  the  Assurance  des  the  form 
Fund,  and  shall  keep  separate  and  distinct  accotmts  of  such  ][i^u^emi£! 
funds»  and  of  the  additions  and  disbursements  to  and  out  of  iog  ft  the  time 

of  the  ^1^1  n| 

the  same  funds  respectively ;  and  the  Shareholders'  Fimd  nndispoted  of 

shall  be  composed  of  the  sums  paid  by  the  shareholders,  as  of  SiYdeS^of 

instalments  upon  or  in  respect  of  the  shares  taken  or  held  by  Slodd  ^bB*  Ua- 

them  in  the  Company,  and  of  the  accumulations  thereof,  and  ^^^  '^^^  (^^m- 

.  ,  P***/  ^**d  alio 

of  the  additions  made  thereto,  as  hereinafter  mentioned;  incurred  gene- 
and  the  Assurance  Fund  shall  be  composed  of  the  premiums  ont  uy'u^* 
and  other  sums  received  in  respect  of  the  assurances  effected  ^il^xheC*^^! 
with  the  Company,  and  all  other  moneys  to  be  received  by  pany  being  in 
the  Company,  and  not  included  in  the  Shareholders^  Fund,  ing. upl- 
and of  the  increase  of  the  same  moneys  respectively,  by  ac-  th^i^ml^jj 
cumulations  or  otherwise.  under  policies 

had  a  charge  m 

a  The  shareholders  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  out  of  the  ^''entluS^hem 
profits  of  the  Company  interest  after  the  rate  of  5  per  cent.  .^  ^  receiver, 

,  bat  not  so  ai  to 

on  the  amount  of  instalments  paid  by  them,  and  such  interest  confer  any  pri- 
shall  be  paid  out  of  the  accumulations  of  the  Shareholders'  twMn*themI 
Fund,  so  far  as  the  same  will  extend,  and  the  residue  of  •«^T**'  ^l  "• 

,  .  _  against  the  ge- 

such  interest,  after  exhausting  such  accumulations,  shall  be  neral  creditors; 

paid  out  of  such  of  the  accumulations  of  the  Assurance  Fund  uaets  in  the 

as  shall  not  be  required  for  the  purpose  of  providing  for  the  offldal  Mm»- 

engagcments  or  liabilities  of  the  Company.  K«f  ^«J^«  ^w- 

°^  ^^  '^  tributable  pari 

passu  among  aU  the  creditors  of  the  Company,  including  policy  holders,  without  prejudice 
to  any  quettion  w  to  marshalling.    lU  ^Meitoam,  Johns.  633,  qualified. 
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9.  All  claims  on  the  Ck>mpaDy  shall  be  satisfied  out  of 
the  Assurance  Fund,  so  far  as  the  same  will  extend,  and  in 
case  of  a  temporary  deficiency  of  the  Assurance  Fund,  the 
same  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  Shareholders'  Fund;  and  the 
last-mentioned  Fund  shall  be  reimbursed  out  of  the  first 
moneys  which  shall  afterwards  accrue  to  the  Assurance 
Fund. 

10.  Previously  to  the  Ordinary  General  Meetbg,  to  be 
held  in  the  year  1862|  and  previously  to  the  Ordinary 
Meeting  to  be  held  in  every  succeeding  seventh  year,  or  at 
such  earlier  time,  and  afterwards  at  such  intervals  as  a 
General  Meeting  shall  detemune,  the  Directors  shall  cause 
a  calculation  to  be  made,  by  some  qualified  person,  of  the 
amount  of  clear  profits  which  have,  up  to  the  Slst  day  of 
December  preceding;  accrued  by  accumulation  or  other- 
wise to  the  Assurance  Fund,  and  which  can  be  taken  out 
of  the  said  fund  without  prejudice  to  the  existing  and  con- 
tinuing claims  and  demands  thereon;  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
for  the  next  Ordinary  General  Meeting,  by  resolution,  to 
direct  that  the  whole,  or  such  part  as  shall  be  thought 
advisable,  of  such  clear  profits,  shall  be  taken  out  of  the 
Assurance  Fund,  and  appropriated  and  distributed  by  way 
of  bonus  amongst  the  shareholders  and  the  poliqr  holders, 
whose  policies  shall  have  been  in  existence  for  seven  years 
before  the  date  of  such  General  Meeting ;  and  one  moiety 
of  the  sum  to  be  so  appropriated  and  distributed  as  afore- 
said, shall  be  added  to  the  Shareholders'  Fund,  and  the 
remaining  moiety  of  the  said  sum  shall  be  distributed 
among  snch  policy  holders  as  aforesaid,  in  such  manner 
as  the  Directors  shall  think  fit. 

47.  The  Directors  shall,  and  they  are  hereby  authorised, 
to  make  and  issue,  indorse,  and  accept,  in  the  name  and  on 
account  of  the  Company,  such  bills  of  exchange  and  pro- 
missoiy  notes  as  they  think  expedient.  Provided  always; 
that  it  shall  not  be  lawful  to  issue,  indorse,  or  accept  an 
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inch  notes  or  bUb  in  any  other  case,  or  for  any  other  pur-        i863. 
pose,  than  in  or  for  diBcharging  existing  claims  or  liabilities     r,  sxath 
against  or  upon  the  Company,  or  except  or  otherwise  than   ^**  Amrn- 
upon  condition  that  the  same  shall  take  effect  only  on  the        pamt. 
Capital  Stock  of  the  Company,  and  shall  be  binding  npon     sta^m. 
the  shareholders  and  each  of  them  to  the  extent  of  their     , 
respective  shares  and  interests  therein,  and  not  further  or 
otherwise ;  and  that,  in  contracting  debts  and  liabilities  on 
behalf  of  the  Company,  the  Directors  shall  at  no  time  ex- 
ceed the^usual  period  of  credit  according  to  the  customs  of  the 
several  trades  or  businesses  with  which  the  Directors  shall 
from  time  to  time  have  occasion  to  deal,  contract,  or  engage. 

58.  All  Policies  of  Assurance  shall  be  signed  by  at  least 
three  of  the  'Directors,  and  sealed  with  the  common  seal  of 
the  Company ;  imd  the  Directors  shall  not  issue  a  Policy 
until  the  payment  of  the  first  premium  duly  required  to 
be  paid  in  respect  of  the  Assurances  to  be  efiEected  by  such 
Policy ;  and  every  Assurance  shall  be  considered  an  existing 
Assurance  so  soon  as  the  proposal  for  such  Assurance  has 
been  accepted  by  the  Directors,  and  the  first  premium  duly 
paid  either  at  the  office  of  the  Company  or  to  some  one  of 
the  agents  of  the  Company,  and  not  before. 

69.  The  Directors  shall  cause  the  sum  payable  under 
every  Policy  issued  by  the  Company  in  respect  of  the  Fire 
Insurance,  except  in  those  cases  in  which  they  are  by  these 
presents  authorised  to  defer  the  payment  thereof,  to  be 
paid  within  three  calendar  months  after  such  satisfactory 
proof  and  information  respecting  the  claim  as  the  Directors 
may  require  has  been  received  at  the  office. 

60.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Directors  to  pay  any 
moneys  which  shall  be  due  and  payable  in  respect  of  any 
shares  or  policies  of  the  Company,  upon  such  evidence  of 
the  title  of  the  person  or  persons  claiming  to  have  the 
same  paid  to  him  or  them  as  the  Directors  shall  deem 
satisfactory. 
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61.  The  sum  payable  under  every  Policy,  the  payment 
of  which  is  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  hereinbefore  given 
for  that  purpose  deferred  by  the  Directors^  shali  bear  such 
interest,  not  being  less  than  after  the  rate  of  £S  for  every 
£100  by  the  year,  as  the  Directors  may  think  reasonable ; 
the  same  to  commence  from  the  time  when  the  sum  as- 
sured by  the  policy  ought  regularly  to  have  been  paid  if 
the  payment  had  not  been  deferred ;  such  interest  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  fund  or  funds  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
sum  assured  by  the  policy  to  the  person  entitled  to  such  sum. 

81.  All  directors^  trustees,  managers,  and  other  o£Bcer8 
and  servants  of  the  Company  shall  be  indemnified  by  the 
Company  against  all  costs,  losses,  or  expenses  which  they 
may  respectively  incur  or  become  liable  to  by  reason  of  any 
covenant  entered  into,  or  act  or  deed  done  by  them  respec- 
tively, in  the  execution  of  their  respective  offices,  unless  the 
same  shall  be  occasioned  by  actual  wilful  neglect  of  the 
party  or  parties  incurring  such  costs,  losses^  and  expenses ; 
and  the  Directors  shall  g^ve  to  such  party  or  parties  the 
amount  of  all  costs,  charges,  losses,  damages  and  expenses 
incurred  by  him  or  them  as  aforesaid  out  of  any  funds  of 
the  Company  in  their  hands  and  under  their  control,  and 
such  costs,  charges,  losses,  damages,  and  expenses  shall,  im- 
mediately after  the  same  are  sustained  or  incurred,  and  al- 
though the  amount  thereof  be  not  then  ascertained,  be  a 
charge  upon  the  funds  and  property  of  the  Company,  and 
shall  as  between  the  parties  to  these  presents  have  priority 
over  all  other  claims  and  demands  whatsoever. 


The  State  Fire  Company  issued  policies  in  several 
slightly  different  forms:  one  form  stipulated  that  "the 
capital  stock  and  funds  of  the  said  Company ''  should  be 
subject  and  liable  to  pay  or  make  good  to  the  insured  all 
damage  and  loss  by  fire  not  exceeding  the  specified  amount, 
and  contained  a  proviso  that  the  capitid  stock  and  funds  of 
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the  said  Company  bhould  alone  be  answerable  for  all  de- 
mands under  this  and  all  other  policies^  and  that  no  director 
or  shareholder  should  be  liable  beyond  the  amount  of  his 
shares.  In  another  form  the  stipulation  was,  that  ''  the  ca- 
pital stock,  or  so  much  thereof  as  for  the  time  being  should 
have  been  subscribed,  and  other  the  stocks,  funds,  securities 
and  property  of  the  said  Company  remaining,  at  the  time  of 
any  claim  or  demand  made,  unapplied  and  undisposed  of  in 
pursuance  of  the  trusts,  powers,  and  authorities  contained  in 
the  deed  or  dee4s  of  settlement,"  should  alone  be  liable  to 
answer  and  make  good  to  the  assured  all  claims  &c. 
the  proviso  being,  that  the ''  funds  and  property  of  the  Com- 
pany should  alone  be  answerable  for  the  payment  of 
moneys  assured  by  this  policy ''  and  limiting  the  liability  of 
directors  and  shareholders  as  before. 

The  other  policies  were  all  similar  to  one  or  the  other  of 
these  forms,  though  not  in  identical  terms. 

The  Company  had  also  guaranteed  similar  policies  issued 
by  another  office  (The  TiTnea),  whose  business  it  purchased. 
The  policies  were  in  some  instances  under  the  common  seal, 
and  in  others  were  only  executed  by  directors. 

The  Company  being  in  course  of  winding  up,  assets  had 
been  got  in  (including  a  call  of  the  full  amount  of  the 
shares)  to  the  value  of  about  ^Pl  5,000.  The  liabilities  con- 
sisted of  about  J^17,000  of  claims  proved  in  respect  of  losses 
by  fire,  besides  further  claims  not  yet  admitted  to  proof. 
There  were  also  debts  to  a  large  amount  due  on  bills  of  ex- 
change, covenants,  and  simple-contracts  without  any  limita- 
tion of  liability. 


1863. 

Bb  Stats 
FxBB  Auux- 
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Mr.  Bolt,  Q.C,  and  Mr.  Di^uce,  for  the  official  manager:— 

It  is  now  settled,  that^  although  a  policy  holder  under  an 
instrument  similar  to  those  issued  by  the  State  Company 
YOU  I.  H  H 
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186S.        has  a  right  to  a  reoeiverj  he  has  no  charge  in  such  a  sense 
Rx  Stats     as  to  give  him  priority.    All  creditors  must  be  paid  pari 
^AacE^SM?"  P*^'^  *>^*  of  **^®  *^<^  "^  ^^^  •  ^^  English  wad  Irish 
Society,  No.  2  (a). 


PAinr. 


Mr.  BagshoiAm  for  the  creditors'  representative. 

Mr.  Dcmid  Q-C.,  and  Mr.  WesHake,  for  some  of  the  policy 
holders  whose  claims  had  first  accrued,  and  who  claimed  to 
be  paid  in  priority  to  policy  holders  whose  losses  had  occurred 
subsequently,  and  to  all  the  general  creditors  In  the  case  of 
the  MigUsh  a/nd  Irish  Society  the  question  of  marshalling 
was  left  open;  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  judgment  to  over- 
role  the  earlier  decisions  that  the  policy  holders  have  a 
charge  entitling  them  to  priority  according  to  the  dates  at 
which  their  claims  arise.  In  this  case  the  deed  and  the 
form  of  policy  expressly  recognise  this  right  of  the  policy 
holders,  for  in  the  9th  clause  of  the  deed  the  word  "  claims" 
is  evidently  used  in  a  technical  sense  to  signify  claims  under 
policies. 

[The  Yice-Chancellob  referred  to  clause  47,  where  the 
word  ''claims **  is  used  in  a  more  extended  sense.] 

In  Law  V.  The  IndisputcMe  Conipomy  (b),  it  was  de- 
termined that  policy  holders  have  a  chaige;  and  in  Re 
Athenomm  Society  (p),  that  they  take  priority  according 
to  the  dates  at  which  their  claims  accrue. 

Mr.  WiUcook,  Q.C.«  and  Mr.  Rooeburgh,  for  the  other 
policy  holders. 

The  case  is  distinguishable  from  that  of  the  English 
and  Irish  Compam^y,  so  fiur  as  the  mutual  rights  of  the 
policy  holders  and  general  creditors  are  concerned.  Our 
policies  are  under  seal,  and  those  of  my  clients  are,  with 
one  exception,  in  the  form  which  does  not  contain  any 
incorporation  of  the  provisions  of  the  deed.    The  deed  of 

(a)  Ante,  p.  S5.  (6)  1  K.  &  J.  223.  (0)  Johns.  633. 
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setttement,  moreover,  is  not  in  the  same  terms  as  that  of 
the  EngUsh  and  Irish  Company,  and  the  case  must  be 
governed  by  the  law  as  settled  before  the  decision  in  the 
English  a/nd  Irish  Compcmy. 

Mr.  Bristoive,  for  Times  policy  holders,  who  had  taken 
unconditional  guarantees  from  the  State  Company. — "We 
claim  under  the  guarantee  to  be  general  creditors,  as  to 
whom  the  liability  of  the  Company  and  shareholders  is 
unlimited ;  or,  if  not,  then  we  belong  to  the  class  of  policy 
holders  who  are  entitled  to  priority. 


1868. 
Bs  State 

FiRB  ASAUX* 

▲KCB  Com* 

PANT. 

ArgumihU 


Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

I  can  see  no  distinction  between  this  case  and  that  of 
the  English  and  Irish  Com^pany.  The  forms  of  the  policies 
and  the  provisions  of  the  deeds  are  substantially  the  same. 
It  does  not  appear  to  me  to  make  any  material  difference 
whether  a  policy  be  under  the  seal  of  the  Company  or 
under  the  hands  of  directors,  nor  whether  it  does  or  does 
not  contain  a  reference  in  terms  to  the  provisions  of  the 
deed  of  settlement  Whether  such  a  reference  is  intro- 
duced or  not,  every  claimant  must  be  supposed  to  take 
payment  out  of  the  fund  provided  for  him  by  the  deed,  and 
to  be  affected  with  notice  of  the  deed  of  a  Company  regis- 
tered as  this  is»  for  every  purpose  which  concerns  the  liabi- 
lities of  the  shareholders  and  the  respective  rights  of  the 
policy  holders  and  general  creditors.  Now,  I  find  that 
the  provisions  of  the  deed  in  this  case,  though  not  iden- 
tical in  terms,  are  in  subtance  the  same  as  those  of  the 
deed  of  the  English  and  Irish  Company.  There  are  two 
funds  created,  the  Shareholders^  Fund  and  the  Assurance 
Ftmd ;  the  one  derived  from  the  contributions  of  the  share- 
holders, and  the  other  from  the  premiums  on  policies. 
Then  the  8th  clause  provides  for  interest  on  the  share 

HH  2 
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ia63.  capital  to  bo  paid  out  of  the  Shareholders'  Fund,  or,  failing 
Re  State  that^  out  of  the  accumulations  of  the  Assurance  Fund^  not 
^cb^Sm*'  required  to  meet  the  engagements  and  liabilities  of  the 
^^-  Company.  The  9th  clause  directs,  that  all  claims  on  the 
Judgment  Company  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  Assurance  Fund  ;  or,  in 
case  of  a  temporary  deficiency,  out  of  the  -Shareholders' 
Fund,  which  is  afterwards  to  be  reimbursed  out  of  the 
Assurance  Fund.  Upon  this  clause^  it  was  suggested  that 
the  phrase  "claims  on  the  Company,"  bad  a  technical 
meaning  restricting  it  to  claims  in  respect  of  losses  under 
policies ;  but  I  think,  that,  when  the  two  clauses  are  read 
together,  it  is  impossible  to  adopt  this  construction.  The 
8th  clause  speaks  of  the  accumulations  of  the  Assurance 
Fund  which  are  expected  to  remain  after  satisfying  the 
engagements  or  liabilities  of  the  Company.  Then  the  next 
clause,  evidently  referring  to  the  same  primary  application  of 
the  Assurance  Fund,  uses  the  phrase  *^  all  claims  upon  the 
Company,"  as  the  equivalent  of  the  "engagements  and  lia- 
bilities ''  previously  referred  to.  In  addition  to  this^  I  find 
that,  by  the  81st  clause,  the  directors  are  to  be  indemnified 
out  of  any  funds  in  their  hands  or  under  their  control 
Then  the  47ih  clause  empowers  the  directors  to  accept 
bills  for  disdiarging  existmg  claims  and  liabilities  to  take 
eflPect  against  the  capital  stock  of  the  Company,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  the  personal  liability  of  the  shareholders ; 
the  force  of  the  words  'capital  stock'  being  simply  to  exclude 
the  liability  of  shareholders  beyond  the  amount  of  their 
shares,  the  general  object  being  to  provide  for  all  claims 
and  liabilities  of  every  kind  out  of  the  assets  of  the  Com- 
pany, without  affecting  the  shareholders  personally. 

I  have  now  to  consider  the  question  which  was  raised 
before  me  in  Lanv  v.  The  Inddaputable  Company,  and  in  the 
Athenceu/m  case,  at  a  time  when  the  subject  had  not  been 
so  fully  discussed  as  it  has  been  since  those  decisions.  I  am 
inclined  to  think  that  some  of  the  expressions  I  used  in  the 
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latter  case  went  too  far»  but  I  adhere  to  the  decision  which 
I  pronounced  in  Law  v.  The  Indisputable  Compa/fiy,  and 
followed  in  the  Athencmm  case.  In  all  these  caaes^  where 
a  Company  gives  notice  to  the  persons  with  whom  it  con- 
tracts, that  there  is  to  be  no  personal  or  direct  liability, 
but  that^  on  a  policy  coming  due,  a  claim  shall  arise 
to  the  extent  of  all  the  assets  of  the  Company;  there, 
I  apprehend,  the  claimant  has  a  right  to  come  to  a  Court 
of  Equity  for  a  receiver,  in  order  to  secure  the  due  appli- 
cation of  the  assets,  which  are  admitted  to  be  provided 
for  payment  of  his  claim.  In  that  particular  sense,  there- 
fore,  the  policy  holder  has  what  may  be  termed  a  charge. 
But  in  carrying  that  doctrine  (as  I  appear  to  have  done  in 
some  of  the  dicta  which  fell  from  me  in  the  AtAenosum 
case)  to  the  extent  of  saying,  that^  because  the  claims  were 
charges,  they  ought  te  be  marshalled  in  order  of  time,  I  am 
of  opinion  that  I  went  beyond  what  is  now  settled  by  the 
case  of  Evans  v.  Coventry  te  be  the  true  construction  of  this 
class  of  instruments.  That  case  appears  to  me  te  determine 
the  whole  question.  Unfortunately,  there  is  no  report  of  the 
reasons  of  the  learned  judges  who  heard  the  case  on  appeal ; 
but  the  terms  of  the  decree  are  given  in  the  Law  Journal 
Beport  (a). 

The  case  was  one  of  a  very  complicated  character,  involv- 
ing not  only  claims  under  policies  which  had  become  pay- 
able, but  also  in  respect  of  policies  which  were  still  subsisting 
when  the  Company  became  insolvent,  and  on  which  premiums 
had  been  paid.  The  decree  declares,  that  the  funds  and 
property  of  the  Company  ought  te  be  applied  in  payment 
of  the  claims  of  the  FlaintifiGs  and  all  other  persons,  and 
directs  an  account  te  be  taken  of  all  the  debts  and  liabi- 
lities of  the  Company  when  it  closed  business,  and  at 
the  date  of  the  decree.  Then  it  directs  inquiries  as  te 
a  particular  loss  incurred  by  the  default  of  one  of  the 
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(a)26L.  J.,Ch.,  400. 
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1868.  Defendants ;  and  then  follows  an  inquiry, — what  shares  the 
Defendants  held,  and  what  was  due  upon  them ;  what  in- 
surances were  in  existence  when  theCompany  closed  business, 
whether  for  life  or  during  sickness ;  and  what  annuities  were 
Jt^fffimt,  then  subsisting,  and  what  was  the  value  of  such  insurances, 
and  what  sums  were  due  for  loans  or  deposits,  so  that 
everyone  seems  to  be  let  in  pari  passu,  the  construction 
apparently  put  upon  the  deed  and  the  policieB  being  that  all 
persons  having  matured  claims  at  the  time  of  the  admin- 
istration were  entitled  to  participate  in  the  fund.  I  am  not 
now  called  upon  to  decide  the  other  point,  which  arose  in 
Evana  v.  Coventry,  as  to  the  right  mode  of  dealing  with 
claims  which  had  not  matured;  but  so  fitr  as  the  assets  have 
not  already  been  appropriated  by  decree  or  judgment,  or  by 
attachment  on  the  part  of  a  creditor,  I  take  it,  that,  on  the 
principle  of  Evana  v.  Coventry,  all  claimants  upon  the  fnnd 
at  the  time  of  distribution  must  come  in  pari  passu. 

The  question  argued  before  me  to-day  is,  in  fact,  the  con- 
verse of  that  which  was  discussed  in  the  case  of  the  English 
and  Ii^h  Company.  There  it  was  contended,  that  the 
general  creditors  took  priority  over  the  policy  holders 
Here  the  claimants  under  policies  insist  on  a  priority  over 
the  general  creditors.  The  conclusion  at  which  I  have  ar- 
rived is  the  same  as  in  the  former  case,  that  the  policy 
claimants  and  the  general  creditors  must  come  in  pari  passu 
as  agai  jst  the  assets  in  hand  for  distribution.  The  only 
substantia]  distinction  (apart  from  the  remedy  of  the  general 
creditor  against  individual  shareholders)  between  the  two 
classes  of  claims  is,  that  the  policy  holder  having  an  express 
stipulation,  that  a  particular  fund  is  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  satisfaction  of  his  demand,  has  a  right  to  come  into 
equity  for  a  receiver.  This  Court  will  not  allow  persons 
who  have  contracted  to  hold  a  fund  upon  trust  for  payment 
of  certain  debts,  as  to  which  they  have  stipulated  for  abso- 
lute personal  immunity,  to  waste  the  funds  committed  to 
their  charge,  but  will  take  care  that  they  are  duly  applied. 
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At  the  same  time^  I  see  nothing  in  this  case  to  distinguish 
it  from  Emm  v.  Coventry,  and  to  entitle  any  of  the  policy 
holders  to  such  a  charge  as  would  give  priority,  either  as 
between  themselves  or  as  against  the  general  creditors.  I 
repeat  what  I  said  in  the  former  case,  that  I  cannot  refuse 
to  a  creditor  his  immediate  right  to  participate  in  the  distri- 
bution of  the  assets  in  hand,  merely  on  the  ground  that  he 
has  a  personal  remedy  of  doubtful  value  against  the  share* 
holders  of  the  Company. 

With  respect  to  the  Times  policy  holders,  I  do  not  think 
that  any  appearance  was  necessary  on  their  behalf,  as  they 
must  fall  withm  one  or  other  of  the  classes  otherwise  repre- 
sented; and  the  only  question  peculiar  to  them,  namely, 
whether  they  belong  to  one  or  another  class,  is  not  raised  at 
all  on  the  present  occasion.  I  cannot,  therefore,  allow  their 
costa    The  costs  of  all  other  parties  will  be  allowed. 


1869. 

Rb  Statb 
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Dkclabs,  that  the  Of&dal  Manager  ought  to  distribute  the  assets  of 
the  Company  in  his  hands  ratcably  among  all  the  creditors  of  the 
Company,  including  policy-holders,  without  prejudice  to  any  ques- 
tion as  to  marshalling. 

Costs  of  all  parties  except  the  Times  policy-holders  to  be  paid  out 
of  the  assets  of  the  Company. 


Jftnuetf. 
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1863. 

j^M^ith.  PETO  V.  BRIGHTON,  UCKFIELU,  &  TUNBRIDGE 
^&J^  WELLS  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

Jurudiction-^    rp 

Contract.       X  HIS  was  a  motion  for  an  iDJunction  (a). 

not"juriadiction  By  the  BHgUony  Uckfidd  Jk  TunMdge  WeUs  Railway 

%^^l  Act,  1 861 ;  the  BrigJiton,  Uck/ield  /•  Tmihidge  Wdls  Rail- 

TOntowTfor*  ^*y  Company  (hereinafter  called  the  Uckfidd  Company) 

whioh  the  con-  was  incorporated  and  authorised  to  make  a  certain  line  of 

sideration  on  ., 

the  part  of  the    railway. 

FlainUff  is  the 

ezecntion  of  Early  in  December,  1862,  the  directors  of  the  Company 

which  the  Court  employed  Mr.  Oeorge  Hinton  BoviU  to  make  an  arrange- 
BiipOTimend?  ^^T^t  for  the  construction  of  their  line,  and  they  authorised 
Therefore,  him  to  treat  with  the  Plaintiffs,  Messrs.  Peto  d:  BetU  (the 
TtatedSagfrM-  well-known  railway  contractors)  for  the  purpose. 
thTpiainSffsM  0^^  ^h®  2nd  of  February,  1863,  the  Defendants,  Gary, 
m^^Ttlt  ^^^  ^^  Jameson  (the  then  directors  of  the  Company) 
way,  and  to  pay  wrote  and  sent  to  BovUl  the  following  letter : — 

for  the  works  in 

shares  of  the  ''  4l  Parliament  Street,  2nd  Feb.,  1863. 

mpSKL  .  '*  Brighton,  TIclcfidd  &  Tunbndge  WeUa  RaUnuy, 

i&^TS>Sl      "  ^^^  Sir,— We  hereby  authorise  you  to  agree  with 

pany  from  dieal-  Messrs.  Peto  &c  Betts  on  our  behalf  to  execute  the  works 

mg  with  the  .        -*  .  .  %      , 

dchentnres,  and  of  our  railway  in  accordance  with  the  several  plans  and 

sl^M 'i^quee*  Bcctions  Supplied  to  them  by  you  for  the  sum  of  £21 5,000, 

inde^on'of  paj^^l^  ^J  «^65,000  in  debentures  bearing  ^5  per  cent, 

the  Phintirs  interest,  and  the  balance  in  shares  of  the  Company  taken 
rights,  was  le-  ,  ,     .     ,  ,     .      ,  ,  . 

lused.  at  par,  the  payments  to  be  made  m  the  usual  way  as  the 

works  progress. — ^Yours  feithfully, 

*•  Joseph  Cart,  Chairman. 
'•  Ht.  Hawes  Fox. 
"  Robert  O'B,  Jameson. 
"  To  George  BoviU,  Esquire." 

(a)  lliis  motion  was  not  in  Uckfield  Railway  Company  (post, 

fact  made  till  ailer  the  motions  in  p.  489),  but  for  convenience^sake 

Filder  v.  The  Brighton  Bailm^  il  is  reported  before  them. 
Cowjyamj,  and  Barchard  v.  Hie 


5/alciNeRr. 
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Immediately  after  this  letter  liad  been  given  to  Bomll,         1863^ 
Mr.  Camaew,  the  solicitor  of  the  Company,  had  an  interview         pito 
with  him  on  the  subject ;  but  there  was  conflicting  evidence     bbiohton, 
as  to  what  passed  thereat  and  consequent  thereon.    Accord-    i^»fibld,  & 
ing  to  Carnsew^s  account,  a  draft  of  this  letter  was  shown   .Wblls  Rail- 
to  him  for  the  first  time  on  the  2nd  of  February  (after  the 
original  had  been  given  to  BoviO)  and  his  affidavit  proceeded 
in  the  following  words : — 

"  As  soon  as  I  had  read  the  same,  I  was  satisfied  that  no 
contract  on  the  basis  of  the  said  letter  could  be  sanctioned 
by  my  said  Company  ;  and  I  arrived  at  that  conclusion  by 
reason  of  the  fact  that  the  balance  of  unexpended  capital 
and  of  the  money  raiseable  under  the  borrowing  powers  of 
my  said  Company  was  totally  inadequate  to  provide  for  the 
purchase  of  land  and  payment  of  the  debts  and  liabilities 
of  the  Company^  over  and  above  the  e^215,000  provided  by 
the  said  letter  to  be  paid  to  the  PlaintifiiB ;  and  I  say  that, 
having  explained  to  the  directors  the  position  in  which  they 
would  be  placed  if  the  terms  of  the  said  letter  were  carried 
out,  they  at  once  informed  me  that  the  said  letter  was  not 
to  be  considered  as  binding  the  Company,  but  was  merely 
written  as  an  authority  to  the  said  Mr.  BovUl  to  negotiate 
with  the  Plaintif&  on  their  behalf.  I  felt,  however,  the 
importance  of  at  once  seeing  Mr.  BovUl,  and  informing  him 
of  my  objections  to  the  contents  of  the  said  letter,  and  ac- 
cordingly, with  the  express  sanction  of  the  directors,  went  at 
once,  accompanied  by  the  Defendants  Joseph  Ca^i^y  and 
Robert  O'Brien  Jameson,  to  the  offices  of  the  Plaintiffs  in 
Qreat  George  Street,  Westmmster,  where  I  thought  it  pro- 
bable I  should  find  the  said  Mr.  BoviU,  The  said  De- 
fendants left  me  at  the  entrance  to  the  Plaintiffl'  said 
offices,  and  1  went  into  the  waiting  room,  where  I  found 
the  said  Mr.  BoviU  alone.  He  said,  that  he  was  waiting  to 
see  the  first- named  Plaintiff,  and  I  at  once  complained  of 
his  having  allowed  my  said  directors  to  sign  the  said  letter. 
He  asked  me  why  I  was  dissatisfied,  as  the  terms  were  the 
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1863.        same  as  had  beeu  previously  discussed.    I  said  to  hun: 

Peto         "  Take  some  paper,  and  I'll  soon  show  you  why,"  or  words 

BKioHToir     *^  ^^^^  effect;  whereupon  the  said  Mr.  Bovill  took  down 

VcKriELv,  &    on  paper,  from  my  dictation,  the  particulars  of  the  capital 

Wells  Rail-    and  borrowing  powers  of  the  Company ;  and  I  explained  to 

'  his  entire  satisfaction^  as  admitted  by  him  at  the  time,  that 

stattment  ^jjg  ^erms  of  the  said  letter  could  not  be  acted  on,  and  tiiat 
the  said  Company  had  not  in  fact  the  means  at  their  com* 
mand  of  entering  into  any  contract  for  the  construction  of 
their  railway  upon  the  basis  of  the  said  letter.  The  said 
Mr.  Bovill  then  said,  that  the  first-named  Plaintiff  was  on 
the  point  of  leaving  for  Viennay  and  that  to  discuss  the 
subject  with  him,  as  I  had  then  explained  it,  might  lead 
to  the  Plaintiff's,  withdrawal  from  all  further  negotiation; 
and  that  it  had  better  be  left  as  a  matter  of  detail  to 
Newman,  meaning  thereby  Mr.  Newman,  of  the  firm 
of  Freahfidds  ^  Newman,  the  Plaintifls'  solicitors.  I 
thereupon  immediately  stated,  that  whatever  course  he 
might  choose  to  pursue  in  his  approaching  interview  with 
Sir  Morton  (meaning  thereby  the  first-named  Plaintiff), 
he  must  distinctly  understand  from  me  that  I  would  not 
advise  my  board  to  enter  into  an  agreement  upon  the 
terms  contained  in  the  said  letter  which  was  lying  on 
the  table,  and  that  I  was  satisfied  my  directors  would  not 
sanction  it,  as  I  had  explained  the  difficulties  to  them,  and 
they  had  quite  concurred  in  my  views.  I  say  that  in  the 
course  of  a  day  or  two  after  the  said  interview,  the  said  Mr* 
Bovill  called  at  my  office  in  Parliament  Street  aforesaid, 
and  informed  me  that  he  had  seen  the  first-named  Plaintiff 
since  our  interview  on  the  2nd  inst.,  but  that  he  had  not 
communicated  to  him  the  particulars  of  our  then  conversa- 
tion ;  and  he  stated  that  the  said  Plaintiff  had  referred  the 
matter  to  the  said  Mr.  Nevyman  to  settle  the  detaila  I 
then,  understanding  that  the  said  Mr.  Bovill  had  not  yet 
seen  Mr.  Newraan  on  the  subject,  impressed  on  him  the 
absolute  necessity  of  his  at  once  informing  the  said  Mr. 
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Niwman  of  what  took  place  at  our  interview  on  the  2nd  ;  1663. 
and  although  the  said  Mr.  BoviU  appeared  at  first  disin-  "yvio 
clined,  he  ultimately  agreed  and  promised  to  do  so."  Beiohtoii 

Ugktibld,  & 

^,  «.       .„  1  1,1  TUKBEIDOB 

Mr.  Boma,  on  the  contrary,  asserted  that  the  terms  WellsRail. 
mentioned  in  the  letter  in  question  had  been  arranged  be-  ^^^  "^^^' 
tween  himself  and  Cary,  with  Camsew's  concurrence,  so  long  Suument 
previously  as  the  16th  January^  and  that  on  the  2nd  February 
Camsew  had  come  into  the  Board-room  of  the  Uck/leld 
Company  before  he  (Bovilt)  had  left  it ;  and  that  Cai^y  had 
handed  a  copy  of  the  letter  to  Camsew,  with  the  remark, 
** That's  all  right:  it's  the  same  as  we  settled  the  other 
day;"  and  that  Camaew  had  read  it  without  making  any 
remark :  and  he  denied  that  Camsew  had  ever  said  to  him 
that  the  Company  had  not  the  means  of  carrying  out  the 
contract,  and  that  Mr.  Nevmuin's  name  had  ever  been  men- 
tioned ;  and  he  said  that  the  only  conversation  which  took 
place  on  the  occasion  in  question  had  been  that  Camsew 
had  said  that  the  estimate  had  been  arrived  at  on  the  basis 
of  taking  the  shares  of  the  Company  at  par  to  meet  all  the 
estimated  payments,  and  that  Cary  considered  that  the 
Plaintiffs  ought  to  contribute  to  any  deficiency  that  might 
arise  if  the  shares  should  fall  below  par;  and  that  ho 
{BoviU)  had  pointed  out  that  a  large  part  of  the  expenses 
were  to  be  paid  for  in  shares,  and  that  if  the  Plaintiffs  un- 
dertook the  contract,  the  shares  would  be  marketable  at 
par,  to  which  Camsew  had  replied,  'that  is  all  right.'  He 
then  said  that  Camsew  had  pressed  him  to  get  Sir  Moi'ton 
Peto  to  sign  a  letter  to  the  directors  of  the  Uck/ield  Com- 
pany accepting  the  contract  on  these  terms,  and  he  pro- 
duced a  draft  letter  (which  was,  as  he  swore,  in  Caimserc's 
handwriting)  in  the  following  terms : — 

Brighton,  Uckjield,  ^  Turibridge  WeUs  Railvxiy, 
"  Qentlemen, — Having  examined  the  plans  and  estimates 
of  this  Railway,  we  hereby  undertake  to  accept  the  proposals 
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1863.        contained  in  your  letter  of  this  date  and  to  execute  a  con- 
Peto         tract  on  the  terms  thereof,  to  be  settled  in  case  of  dispute 
BRioktoK,     ^y  ^'  ^'  ^y^'  Esq-'  <>f  King's  Bench  WaXkr 

UCKFIELD,  & 

TusBBiDOK         Camsew  was  afterwards  cross-examined  before  a  special 

Wells  Rail-  *^ 

watCoufant.  examiner,  when  he  admitted  that  this  draft  letter  had  been 

Statement,  written  in  his  oflSce  on  the  2nd  of  February  after  he  had 
heard  of  the  letter  of  authority,  and  had  been  given  by  him 
to  BoviU,  and  that  he  had  asked  Bovill  to  get  that  letter 
signed  by  Sir  Morton  Peto  ;  and  he  said  in  explanation  of 
his  having  done  so, — "  When  I  was  shown  the  letter  of  au- 
thority I  did  not  believe  that  Mr.  BovUl  was  in  communica- 
tion with  Sir  Morton  Peto  at  all,  as  it  is  too  much  a  custom 
to  hawk  the  contracts  about  in  this  way;  and  after  receiving 
the  authority  of  the  directors  mentioned  in  my  a£5davit, 
I  roughly  sketched  out  the  letter,  to  see  whether  Sir  Morton 
really  knew  anything  about  the  transaction ;  and  with  that 
view^  as  a  thing  to  test  him,  I  asked  him  to  get  Sir  Motion 
Peto  to  sign  it  He  said^  'he  won't  do  that,'  or  words  to  that 
effect  On  his  objecting,  I  did  not  press  or  urge  him^  but 
asked  him  to  get  a  letter  from  Sir  Morton  to  the  directors, 
saying  that  he  was  ready  to  treat 

Both  the  directors  and  Camsew  said  that  BoviU  was 
upon  this  occasion,  or  at  any  rate  before  the  2nd  of  February, 
informed  that  the  authority  in  question  was  revoked  ''  and 
the  said  letter  was  to  be  treated  as  withdrawn ;"  but  this  was 
distinctly  denied  by  BoviU,  and  it  was  admitted  that  the 
letter  had  been  left  in  his  possession. 

On  the  23rd  of  February,  1863>  the  following  memo- 
randum of  agreement  was  signed: — 

''London,  23rd  February,  1863. 
"  Agreed  with  Messrs.  Peto  <t  Betta,  that  they  shall  make 
the  Tnnhridge  WtUs  rf'  Uc^fidd  Railway  Works  in  accord- 
ance with  the  plans  and  sections  supplied  to  them,  for  the 
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sam  of  £215,000^  terms  of  payment  and  all  other  condi-         1863. 
tions  as  stipulated  in  the  direotors"  letter  of  authority.  pbto 

"  For  the  Brighton,  Uc/ifteld  &  Tunbridge  WeUs  Rail-    ^^^^'g^ 
vfaj  Co.  George  H.  Bovill.        Tunbrxdgb 

WBLL8  Rail- 

*'  For  a.  M.  Peto  f  Self^  Edw.  L.  Beits."  wat  Compahy. 


On  the  same  day  BovUX  wrote  to  the  directors  of  the 
Uckfidd  Company,  and  personally  delivered  to  them,  the 
following  letter : — 

"41,  Parliament  Street,  Weatmi/nater,  &W, 
28rd  February,  1863. 
"  To  the  Chairman  and  Directors  of  The  Brighton,  Uck- 
field,  A  Tunbridge  Wella  Railway  Co, 

"  Qentlemen^ — 1  beg  to  inform  you,  that  in  accordance 
with  your  instructions  and  letter  of  authority  I  have  this 
day  concluded  with  Messrs.  Peto  ds  Betta  the  contract  for 
making  your  Bailway,  for  the  sum  of  1^216,000,  the  pay- 
ment and  other  conditions  upon  the  terms  stipulated  in 
your  said  letter  of  authority  to  me. 

"  I  am^  Gentlemen,  your  obedient  Servant, 

"George  H.  Bovill." 

There  was  considerable  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  what 
took  place  at  the  interview  which  Bovill  then  had  with  the 
directors^  but  the  Court  treated  the  point  as  immaterial. 

During  this  time,  the  directors  of  the  Uchfield  Company 
were  also  in  treaty  with  the  London,  Brighton,  and  South 
Coast  Bailway  Company  (hereinafter  called  the  Brighton 
Company),  with  a  view  of  disposing  of  the  line  to  them ; 
and  it  appeared  that  a  principal  object  with  them  was  to 
get  into  their  hands  the  Midhu/rst  and  Bognor  Bailway 
Company,  which  they  could  only  do  by  means  of  the 
Brighton  Company.  On  the  same  23rd  of  Februaiy  the 
Uckfield  Board  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Schuster,  the 
Chairman  of  the  Brighton  Company,  dated  the  24th  of 
February,  which  contained  an  offer  on  the  part  of  that 


StatennnL 
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1863.         Company  to  construct  the  line  on  certain  terms,  afterwards 
Fbto         embodied  in  a  formal  contract. 

V. 

u^KFiELD^i        It  appeared  from  the  rough  minute  book  of  the  Uckfidd 
TuNBBiDGB     Company,  that  BoviU'a  letter  had  been  read  at  the  Board 

WkLLS  RaIT-- 

WAT  CoHPAmr.  prior  to  the  letter  from  the  Brighton  Company ;  but  the 
Statement,  letter  letter  was  entered  in  the  fair  minute  book  above  the 
former.  In  explanation  of  this,  Mr.  Stahlschmidt,  the 
Secretary  of  the  Company,  swore  that  BoviU'a  letter  had 
in  fact  been  read  at  the  Board  about  half  an  hour  before 
the  letter  from  the  Brighton  Company,  but  that  Cary 
had  directed  him  to  enter  this  letter  in  the  fair  minutes 
before  BoviWa.  He  also  said  that  Camaew  had  afterwards 
directed  him  to  destroy  the  rough  minute  book. 

Immediately  after  this  Board-meeting  another  interview 
took  place  between  Camsew  and  Bovill,  the  efTect  of  which 
was  dififerently  deposed  to  by  them.  Camaew's  account  of 
this  matter  was  as  follows : — 

"  After  the  said  Mr.  BovUl  had  left  the  room,  the  Defen- 
dant JoaepA  Cary  placed  the  letter  set  forth  in  the  8th  para- 
graph of  the  Bill  *'  (being  BoviU'a  letter  (a)  of  that  date) 
''  upon  the  table.  I  was  much  surprised  in  reading  the  said 
letter;  and  very  shortly  afterwards  (within  half-an-hour)  I 
met  the  said  Mr.  BovUl,  and  thereupon  a  discussion  took 
place  between  us  relative  to  the  last-mentioned  letter;  and 
I  then  found  that  he  insisted  on  treating  the  said  two  let- 
ters of  the  Snd  and  23rd  of  February  as  constituting  a 
binding  agreement  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  my  said 
Company.  I  was  much  startled  at  the  view  taken  by  the 
said  Mr.  Bovill,  and  told  him  I  should  immediately  com- 
municate with  the  directors  on  the  subject ;  and  I  did  so/' 

Bovill,  on  the  contrary,  gave  the  following  version  of 
this  meeting  :— 

(fl)  Supra,  p.  473. 
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''After  the  Board-meeting  of  the  {7c^eZ(2  .directors  on         ^^^3. 
the  23rd  of  February,  I  went  into  Lucases  restaurant^  in        phto 
Parliamefni  Street^   and    there  I  met  the  said  Henry     bmohtok, 
Carmew.    He  came  up  to  me  and  said.  '  I  am  very  glad   Uckmkld,  & 
I  have  seen  you,  for  Gary  is  under  some  misapprehension    Wclls  Rjli&- 

as  to  our  imderstanding,  for  he  considers  that  the  arrange-         

ment  made  with  Peto  &  Beits  does  not  preclude  him  5to/«««iit 
from  still  making  an  arrangement  with  Schuster ;  and  he 
added, '  I  told  him  he  was  wrong,  and  that,  after  the  letter 
concluding  the  contract,  he  could  not  do  so.  He  wanted 
me  to  go  to  Schuster^  but  I  refused  \'  and  he  {Camaeio) 
said  that  Caryh^A  replied  to  him, '  then  /  will ;'  or  words 
to  that  effect.  The  said  Mr.  Camaew  then  requested  me 
to  return  to  his  office  and  write  to  the  said  Joseph  Gary, 
which  I  consented  to  do,  and  did ;  but  owing  to  the  hurry 
in  which  the  letter  was  written,  and  the  desire  of  Gmmsew 
to  send  the  same  off  to  Gary,  to  stop  him,  as  he  said,  from 
going  to  Schuster,  I  did  not  keep  any  copy  of  the  said 
letter.  Gamsew  also  wrote  to  Gary  a  letter  to  accom- 
pany my  letter,  which  letter  he  (Gamsew)  read  over  to  me." 
Bovill  further  stated  that  he  had  applied  to  Gary  for 
copies  of  these  letters,  but  had  been  unable  to  obtain  them. 

Copies  of  these  letters  were  however  afterwards  procured 
through  the  instrumentality  of  Mr,  Stahlschmidt 

BovUPs  letter  was  as  follows  : — 

"  41,  Parliament  Street,  Westminster,  S.W. 

"  23rd  February.  1863. 
"  Dear  Cai'y. — Mr.  Gamsew  tells  me  that  you  are  under 
the  impression  that  I  told  you  that  under  the  arrangement 
I  made  with  Peto  £f  Betts  there  was  no  objection  to  your 
still  treating  with  Mr.  Schuster.  You  must  have  quite 
misunderstood  me,  for  such  a  proceeding  would  be  quite 
opposite  to  our  policy.  You  will  remember  that  I  told  you 
that  Peto  (&  Betts  would  have  no  objection  to  take  over 
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18C3.  the  whole  concern,  instead  of  simply  the  contract  which  I 

^'p^^^  hare  concluded  with  them,  and  retain  the  other  directors 

Briohtok  *^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^    ^°y  commimication  to  Mr.  Schu9tei\ 

UcKFiELD,  &  under  the  circumstances,  I'd  consider  would  be  a  breach 

Wells  Rail-  of  faith  With  Peto. — ^Your  s  faithfully, 

WAT  COXPAMT. 

—  "  Joseph  Cary,  Esquire.  *'  Qeobge  Bovill." 

Oary's  letter  (about  the  production  of  which  some  diffi- 
oulty  was  made,  but  which  was  ultimately  produced,)  was  in 
the  following  terms  :*— 

"  41,  Parliament  Street,  8.  W. 

*'  23rd  February,  1868. 
•'  My  dear  Joe, — The  enclosed  from  BoviU,  whom  I 
accidentally  met  at  the  luncheon  bar^  shows  how  wrong 
it  is  to  trust  to  verbal  communications  in  the  face  of  written 
instructions. 

"  The  only  thing  to  be  done  is  to  avoid  seeing  Schuster 
until  we  have  settled  with  these  people,  and  say  we  could 
not  agree  with  him  on  account  of  his  proposed  deviations. 

"  Farewell  Bogruyr,  Midhurst  ^c. 

«  Ever  yours, 

"  H.  C." 

On  the  25th  of  February  the  directors  of  the  Uchfield 
Company  caused  the  following  letter  to  be  written  and  sent 
0  BaviU: — 

"  Brighton,  TJckfield  and  Tunbridge  Wells  Haihvay, 
"  41,  Parliament  Street,  S.W. 

"  26th  February,  1863. 
"  Dear  Sir, — I  am  desired  to  inform  you  that  this  Board 
cannot  recognise  the  arrangement  referred  to  in  your  letter 
of  the  23rd  instant.  I  am  further  directed  to  express 
the  surprise  of  the  directors  that  you  should  have  acted 
upon  it  when  you  were  informed  by  the  solicitor  of  th^ 
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Company  (before  submitting  it  to  your  principals)  that  it  1863. 

did  not  embrace  the  terms  upon  which  an  arrangement  p^ 

could  be  carried  out.  ^  *'• 

BuoHToy, 

''  I  am,  dear  Sir.  Uckkbu).  & 

"  Youn  fiuthfully .  Wbllb  Rail- 

''  H.  Stablschmidt,  Sec.' 


watCokpakt. 

Statement, 


To  this  letter  BoviU  returned  the  following  reply  :— 

"  Dwrnsford  Lodge,  Wcmdsworth,  8.  TT. 

"26th  Februaxy,  1863. 
"  To  the  Chairrncm  <md  Directors  of  the  Brighton,  Uck- 

juMy  cmd  Ttmbridge  Wells  Railway  Company. 

''Gentlemen, — I  hare  to  acknowledge  receipt  of  your 
Secretar/s  letter  of  yesterday's  date,  informing  me  that  'your 
Board  cannot  recognise  the  arrangement  referred  to  in  my 
letter  of  the  23rd  instant  /  and  also  stating, '  I  am  further 
directed  to  express  the  surprise  of  the  directors  that  you 
should  have  acted  upon  it  when  you  were  informed  by  the 
solicitors  of  the  Company  (before  submitting  it  to  your  prin- 
cipals) that  it  did  not  embrace  the  terms  upon  which  an 
arrangement  could  be  carried  out :  I  beg  to  state  in  reply 
that  you  are  my  principals,  that  I  was  applied  to  by  your 
chairman  to  assist  your  Company  out  of  the  difficulties  it 
was  in  at  that  time  (14ih  December  last).  After  several 
conferences  with  you  all,  you  employed  me  professionally 
to  negotiate  with  Messrs.  Peto  ^  Betta  for  the  making  of 
the  works  of  the  railway,  or  for  purchasing  the  Company 
out  and  out.  Subsequently,  on  the  Jtnd  February,  I  had 
carried  forward  the  negotiations  with  Messrs.  Peto  & 
Betts  to  the  point  that  they  were  wUling  to  take  the  con- 
tract for  nuking  the  line  for  payment  in  shares  or  deben- 
tures, as  proposed  by  you,  provided,  on  taking  out  the 
quantities  and  going  over  the  country  through  which  the 
railway  was  to  be  made,  they  found  the  prices  I  had  offered 
them  on  your  behalf  were  sufficient.  A  letter  was  then 
written  (2nd  February),  signed  by  all  the  directors,  au- 

VOL.  I.  II 
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1863.        thorieing  me  to  agree  with  Mesars.  Pelo  &  Betts  on  the 
^"vv^      terms  and  conditions  therein  set  out   for   making    the 
jj    *"•    ^      railway.     I  have  acted  upon  my  written  instructions,  and 
UcKFiELD,  &    from  time  to  time  have  reported  to  you  the  progress  of 
Weu.T*Rail-   the  investigations  of  the  plans  and  estimates  by  Messrs. 
vayComfawy.  p  ^  jg     Moreover,  your  own  agent,  Mr.  Femcmdez,  has 
Siatmenu      from  time  to  time  assisted  Messrs.  Peto  &  Betta's  agents 
in  checking  the  estimates  and  quantities,  and  subsequently 
went  over  the  ground  with  them.    I  am  at  a  loss  therefore 
to  understand  the  meaning  of  the  last  paragraph  of  your 
secretary's  letter;  indeed,  so  far  from  your  solicitor  in- 
forming me  that- it  did  not  embrace  the  terms  upon  which 
an  arrangement  could  be  carried  out,  I  must  remind  you 
that  almost  day  by  day  down  to  the  very  hour  of  my 
closing  the  contract,  you  have  been  urging  me  to  get  the 
arrangements  concluded  with  Messrs.  Peto  ^  Betts ;  and 
your  solicitor  has  generally  been  present  at  our  meetings. 
I  have  referred  to  my  minute  book  of  the  frequent  meetings, 
and  I  now  state  most  distinctly  that  the  only  definite  in- 
structions I  have  received  are  those  contained  in  the  letter 
of  the  2nd  February,  and  I  have  acted  as  your  agent  strictly 
in  accordance  therewith.    With  reference  to  the  suggestion 
that  Messrs.  Peto  ^  Betts  are  my  principals,  I  beg  to  say, 
that  in  order  to  assist  in  carrying  out  the  agreement  for  a 
contract  for  your  line,  I,  at  their  request,  agreed  to  nego- 
tiate, with  the  assistance  of  yourselves,  for  the  East  Orin- 
stead  A  Oroombridge  and  Hartfidd  cfe  TJckfidd  Bail- 
waySt  so  as  to  get  possession  of  the  district^  and  thereby 
greatly  improve  the  value  of  your  line.     On  the  4th 
February  I  saw  Mr.  Carrisew,  your  solicitor,  thereon ;  I 
explained  to  him,  and  subsequently  to  yourselves,  in  the 
fullest  confidence,  the  policy  and  importance  of  such  an 
arrangement,  and  in  which  you  were  principally  interested. 
Mr.  CarTisew  and  yourselves  quite  appreciated  the  im- 
portance of  acquiring  these  lines,  so  as  to  have  them  as 
part  of  a  whole  system  with  yours,  instead  of  being  oppo- 
sition lines,  and  Mr.  Camsew  entered  into  negotiations 
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with  Mr.  Bay  to  obtain  an  offer  nominally  to  your  Com-         ^^^- 

pany,  but  really  for  Peto  if  Betta,  of  these  said  railways.         Peto 
•  #  #  »  V' 

Bbiohton, 

'^  I  have  taken  the  trouble  to  write  at  this  length,  for  I    Uckfuldi  & 
am  determined  not  to  be  misrepresented ;  moreover  I  can-    wxlls  Kail- 
not  help  saying,  that  if  the  last  paragraph  of  your  Secre-  V'^^22!!f^''^^' 
tary's  letter  was  really  written  by  your  direction  it  was      Statement, 
most  imwarrantable.    From  the  conversation  that  occurred 
on  Tuesday,  between  Mr.  Oary,  Mr.  Oamaew,  and  myself  it 
seems  pretty  clear  to  my  mind,  that  the  real  cause  of  your 
desire  to  repudiate  the  contract  I  have  concluded  on  your 
behalf  with  Peto  &  Betta,  may  be  traced  to  your  having 
sold  yourselves  (the  Company)  to  the  Brighton  Company. 
It  would  certainly  have  been  more  straightforward  if  you 
had  so  stated  (for  the  facts  must  oome  out),  instead  of 
attempting  to  support  your  acts,  by  imputing  improper 
conduct  to  me ;  I  will  venture  to  say  that  neither  of  the 
gentlemen  I  have  the  honour  to  address  would  in  his 
individual  capacity  have  so  acted.    I  will,  of  course,  hand 
a  copy  of  your  Secretary's  letter  to  Messhk  Peto  ^  Betta, 
and  it  will  be  for  them  to  act  in  the  matter  as  they  may 

think  proper. 

"  I  am.  Gentlemen, 

'*  Your  obedient  Servant, 

"aaBoviLL." 

On  the  16th  of  March,  1863,  the  Plainti£Bi  filed  their 

Bill  for  specific  performance  of  the  contract,  and  other 

relief  ancillary  thereto ;  and  they  submitted  specifically  to 

perform  the  same  on  their  pari 

On  the  same  16th  of  March^  the  Uckfidd  and  Brighton 
Companies  finally  concluded  a  definite  agreement  with 
one  another,  whereby  (amongst  other  things)  the  Brighton 
Company  undertook  to  find  solvent  persons  to  take  up  all 
the  unpaid  capital  of  the  Uckfidd  Company,  and  to  apply 
for  proper  parliamentary  powers  for  the  purchase  of  the 

II  2 
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1863.        said  Company,  who  were  in  the  mean  time  to  complete 
^"y^^^      the  construction  of  their  line  with  all  convenient  speed. 

Bbiobtok         ^1^0  Plaintiffi  now  moved  for  an  injunction  in  the  terms 
^«;SS^>   of  the  prayer  of  the  BiU. 

Wblls  Rail-  .._— _ 

WATdoxPAinr. 

Af^wZnt         ^^*  Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Druce,  for  the  motion  :— 

A  contract  in  respect  of  certain  specific  chattels  is  as 
much  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  as  a  contract 
respecting  real  estate:  Cory  v.  Thames  Ship  Building 
Company  (a). 

We  have  clearly  proved  BoviJVa  authority  to  act  for 
the  Company ;  and  the  fact  that  he  entered  into  the 
contract  with  the  Plaintifis.  The  Defendants  say  the 
authority  had  been  revoked ;  but  that  revocation  had  not 
been  disclosed  to  BoviU:  Nedd  ▼.  Duke  of  Bmrnfort  (b). 
The  contract  is  for  shares;  therefore  this  is  not  a  mere 
money  demand,  cognisable  at  law :  Duncroft  v.  AUbrecht  (c). 
It  is  no  objection  that  the  Court  cannot  see  to  the  perform, 
ance  of  their  part  by  the  Plainti£GB  ;  we  must  perform  it 
at  our  peril ;  if  we  fail,  the  Defendants  can  come  at  once 
and  dissolve  the  injunction:  Be  Mattoa  v.  Gibson  (d). 

Want  of  mutuality  in  the  remedy  is  no  bar  to  the  suit : 
Lumley  v.  Wagrier  (e).  This  is  as  if  the  Defendants  had 
said,  ''  provided  you  do  this  work  you  shall  have  such  and 
such  an  estate/'  and  had  then  contracted  to  sell  that  estate 
to  a  third  party. 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns,  Q.C.j  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  UcA- 
JieJd  Company : — 

The  directors  had  no  power  to  authorise  BovUl  to 
contract  (/),  and  all  they  ever  professed  to  give  him 
was  a  mere  authority  to  negotiate  and  agree:  Kirk  v. 
Bromley  Union  (g). 

(a)  11  W.  B.  589.  («)  1  D.  M.  G.  e04. 

ib)  6  Jut.  1123.  (/)  Companies  CHansea  Act,  as 

(c)  12  Sim.  189.  95,  96. 

(^0  4  De  O.  8{  J.  276.  (g)  2  Ph.  640. 
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The  contract  is  purely  executory,  and  is  a  simple  agree-  1868. 
ment  to  make  a  railway  for  money's  worth.  That  is  not  a  pbto 
case  for  the  interference  of  this  Court:  Shrewsbury  and     briohtox, 

Birmingham'  RanJ/way  Company  v.  London  <md  North  ^^kri^  * 

Western  Railway  Company  (a).  Weils Rail- 

watCompajit. 
The  contract  is  too  vague  to  be  specifically  performed :  the  ^ 

payments  are  to  be  made  "in  the  usual  way:"  Ogden  v. 
Fo88idc{b). 

This  case  is  like  that  of  a  Bill  for  an  assignment  of  a  patent, 
which  this  Court  has  refused  to  entertain  for  want  of  power 
to  compel  the  Flainti£Gi  to  work  the  patent :  Stooker  v. 
Wedderbv/rn  (e). 

There  is  no  mutuality.  The  contractors  may  die,  and 
then  the  shares  and  debentures  would  be  thrown  on  the 
hands  of  the  Company :  South  Wales  Railway  Company 
V.  Wytheaid). 

[They  also  referred^to  Johnson  v.  Shrewsbury  and  Mr" 

rmigham  RaiUoay  Company  (e),Heathcote  v.  North  Stafm 

fordshire  Raihjuay  Company  (/),  Pickering  v.  Bishop  of 

Ely  (g),  Dietrecksen  v.  Cabbwrn  (h),  Jackson  v.  North 

Wales  Railway  Company  {i).] 

Mr.  Waller  for  the  directors  of  the  Uckjidd  Company : — 

BoviU  knew  that  the  authority  had  been  reroked.  He 
had  been  expressly  told  that  the  agreement  could  not  be 
carried  out.  Every  one  who  deals  with  an  agent  does  so 
at  peril  of  finding  that  the  authority  has  been  revoked. 
Nedd  V.  Duke  of  Beaufort  (k). 

Mr.  Rdt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  /.  H.  Taylor,  for  the  Briyhtan 
Company  :— 

(a)  6  U.  L.  Cfu.  113.  (/)  2  M.  &  Gor.  100. 

(6)  11  W.  R.  128.  (g')  2  Y.  &  C,  C.  C.  249. 

(<?)  3  K.  &  J.  393.  (A)  2  Ph.  52. 

(<0  1  Id.  186  is.c.5  D.  M.  G.  (t)  6  Railw.  Cai».  112. 

880.  (A;)Ubisap. 
(c)  3  D.  M.  G.  914. 
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We  have  no  power  over  these  sharea  In  performance  of 
our  agreement^  we  have  found  persons  to  accept  them,  and 
those  persons  are  not  parties  to  the  suit. 

The  Vice-Chakcelix)B. — Mr.  Gifard,  I  have  no  donbt 
that  this  has  been  a  gross  breach  of  faith.  You  may  con- 
fine your  reply  to  the  question  of  jurisdiction.  I  do  not 
see  how  I  am  to  compel  the  Plaintiff  to  perform  the  con- 
tract on  his  side. 

Mr.  Oiffard,  in  reply  :— 

The  authorities  are  all  distinct  from  this. 

In  Ogden  v.  Fossick,  the  two  agreements  were  not 
separable ;  and  what  the  Plaintiff  wanted  was  not  an  in- 
junction^  but  complete  specific  performance,  which  the 
Court  had  no  power  to  effect. 

S<yu;(h  Wales  Company  v.  Wythes  was,  in  effect,  a  Bill 
to  enforce  a  refe{enoe  to  arbitration. 

Pickering  ▼•  Bidiop  of  Ely  was  a  mere  case  of  master 
and  servant.  Tou  cannot^  as  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce 
observed,  have  a  Bill  to  compel  a  man  to  take  you  as  his 
butler. 

The  case  is  completely  governed  by  lAxmley  v.  Wagniefy 
where  the  Court  said  to  the  Defendant :  "  True  it  is  we 
cannot  make  iMVfdey  give  you  proper  advantages,  but  we 
can  hold  you  to  your  agreement  till  you  show  breach  of 
duty  on  his  part." 

De  Mattos  v.  Oihson  shows  that  an  express  negative 
contract  is  not  necessary. 


June  26th.     Vicb-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Paqb  Wood  :— 

Judgmwu         rj^j^  ^j^^  ^^^g  ^p^^  ^1^^  qtiestion,  how  far  this  Court 
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can  interfere  where  a  contract  provides  that  the  Plaintiffs,  in        18G3. 
consideration  of  certain  shares  and  other  advantages  which       "p^^ 
the  Company  engaged  to  give  them,  were  to  complete  the     b^iqhtqj^, 
construction  of  some  ten  or  eleven  miles  of  railway,  a  contract,    TJckpield.  & 
which  I  shall  assume,  for  the  present  purpose,  to  require  the    Weixs  Rail- 
works  to  be  executed  on  the  terms  which  are  ordinarily  in-  ^^^  J^^^^ 
sorted  in  agreements  of  this  nature.    This  being  the  nature     J^tdgment. 
of  the  contract,  the  Bill  asks,  **  that  it  may  be  declared  to 
be  valid  and  bmding  on  the  Uckfidd  Company,  and  that  it 
may  be  specifically  performed,  the  Plaintiffs  being  willing 
to  perform  the  same  on  their  part;  and  that  the  Uckfidd 
Company  and  the  directors  thereof  may  be  restrained  by 
injtmction  from  permitting  the  Brighton  Company  or  any 
other  person,  except  the  Phuntiffi,  to  make  the  railway  and 
works  in  question,  and  from  disposmg  of  and  dealing  with 
the  j^l  6,000  shares  and  debentures  agreed  to  be  applied 
in  payment  for  the  construction  thereof,  and  from  entering 
into  any  agreement  or  doing  anything  whereby  the  said 
line  of  railway  and  works  may  be  constructed  otherwise 
than  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  1861,  or  whereby  the 
Plaintiffs  may  be  prevented  from  performing  and  having 
the  full  benefit  of  the  contract/' 

Now,  on  this  the  difficulty  at  once  arises,  that  if  I  restrain 
the  transfer  of  these  shares  I  can  only  do  so  on  an  under- 
taking on  the  part  of  the  Plaintifis  that  they  will  perform 
their  part  of  the  agreement ;  a  submission  to  do  so  is  a 
necessary  ingredient  in  the  Bill,  and  it  is  essential  that 
that  offer  should  be  one  over  which  this  Court  should  have 
complete  control ;  if  that  were  not  so,  the  result  would  be  to 
restrain  the  Company  from  dealing  with  these  shares  with- 
out securing  to  them  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiffi'  under- 
taking. At  the  same  time,  the  case  strikes  me  as  one 
exceeding  an  ordinary  case  of  breach  of  faith,  and  I 
was  very  unwilling  to  part  with  it  without  giving  the  De- 
fendauts  an  opportunity  of  explaining  their  conduct    Their 
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1863.  conduct  seems  to  me  to  have  assumed  this  character :  they 

^"p^^  deliberately  entered  into  a  contract  which  they  thought 

Bbiohton  ^^^^  ^  beneficial  to  them,  and  they  determined  upon  an 

UcKFiBLD,  k  equally  deliberate  breach  of  that  contract  so  soon  as  they 

Wells  Rail-  found,  or  thought^  it  to  be  to  their  interest  so  to  do. 

Let  us  see  how  the  matter  stands :  BoviU  was  appomted 

gmen .  ^^j^  agent  to  carry  out  the  negotiation  with  the  Plaintiflfe : 
—I  should  not,  on  an  interlocutory  application,  hare  en- 
tered into  the  question  whether  such  an  appointment 
was  or  not  within  the  powers  of  the  directors :  I  should 
hare  left  that  question  to  be  determined  at  the  Hearing, 
and  have  restrained  the  Defendants  in  the  meantime : — 
Then  they  say  that  his  authority  had  been  revoked  before 
any  contract  was  concluded :  true,  that  authority  was  given 
in  writing  and  they  left  him  in  possession  of  the  written 
document ;  but  they  say,  that  he  had  had  verbal  notice  two 
or  three  days  before  the  agreement  was  concluded,  that 
his  authority  had  been  revoked,  and  that  the  agreement 
would  not  be  confirmed.  I  must  say  I  never  knew  a 
more  extraordinary  case  than  that  put  forward  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendants.  I  merely  mention  Mr.  Camseiv's 
evidence  on  this  point,  and  leave  it  to  speak  for  itself, 
without  adding  a  single  word  by  way  of  comment  upon  it 
[His  Honour  read  the  affiadavit  and  deposition  on  cross- 
examination,  supra,  pp.  469,  470,  472.] 

Therefore,  in  effect  he  says,  "I  saw  that  the  agree- 
ment could  not  be  carried  out :  I  told  the  Soard  so  as 
soon  as  I  heard  of  it  and  I  expressly  said  so  to  BoviU.'* 
But  then  at  the  very  time  when  he  was  telling  BoviU  that 
the  agreement  could  not  be  carried  into  effect,  he  produced 
to  him  this  paper,  and  proposed  that  he  should  sign  it  [His 
Honour  read  the  draft  letter  to  Sir  Morton  Peto,  set  out 
above,  p.  471.] 

The  terms  of  this  letter  were,  as  he  says,  impossible  terms ; 
and  yet  he  wishes  BovUl  to  get  Sir  Morton  Peto  to  sign  a 
contract  by  which  he  is  to  be  bound,  but  which,  on  this  view 
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of  the  case,  was  incapable  of  executioD.    Then  how  does 
he  try  to  explain  this  conduct  ?    He  says  "  I  thought 
BoviH  was  a  speculator,  who  was  hawking  about  the  Com-     bbiohto!v 
pany;*'  (such persons  do,  Ibelieye,  exist)  "and  I  wanted  to    Uckfubld,  & 
test  him."    That  may  or  may  not  be  so,  but  this  fact  re-    WsLLa  Rail- 
mains,  on  which  I  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  comment^  that  ^^^  _«>«^^t- 
Oamaew  having  made  up  his  mind  that  this  was  an  im-      *^«<^'«'' 
proper  contract,  not  only  left  in  BovUVa  hands  that  con- 
tract and  the  written  authority  upon  which  it  was  founded, 
but  also  tried  to  induce  him  to  act  towards  the  Plaintiffi  in 
a  manner  calculated  to  bind  them  to  its  performance. 

Then  it  is  said — "  At  the  last  of  the  conferences  on  the 
subject  Bovill  was  told  of  the  treaty  with  the  Brighton 
Company,  and  he  must  hare  known  that  both  contracts 
could  not  be  concluded/' 

I  do  not  think  that  this  argument  at  all  improves  their  case, 
it  merely  proves,  at  most^  that  they  then  informed  Bovill 
of  their  determination  to  throw  over  that  which  he  had  done 
with  their  authority. 

I  do  not  pause  here  to  consider  the  dealings  with  the 
rough  minute  book,  further  than  to  remark  that  what  there 
appears  confirms  the  view  I  have  taken  of  this  matter. 

Now  when  we  come  to  Bovill's  evidence  the  matter  is  put 
beyond  question.  Bovill  says  "  I  met  Ccumaew  at  the  cof- 
fee house,  and  he  told  me  that  Cory  thought  they  might  still 
go  on  with  the  Brighton  Treaty;  and,  when  I  said  that  that 
could  not  be,  he  proposed  that  I  should  write  a  letter  to  that 
effect,  which  he  could  send  to  Cary  ;  and  I  accordingly  did 
so."  Then  Camsew'a  first  affidavit  denies  that  what  Bovill 
has  deposed  to  in  fact  took  place ;  but  the  letter  is  produced, 
which  shews  that  BovUVa  statement  is  true  in  every  respect 
and  we  have  the  effect  of  this  interview  on  Camaev/a  mmd 
shewn  by  the  very  remarkable  letter  from  him  to  Cary 
which  accompanied  BovUl'a  letter. 

[His  Honour  read  this  letter :  see  ante,  p.  476]. 
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"  Farewell  Midhurst,  Bognoi\  &c."  what  does  that  mean  ? 

What  but  that  he  found,  or  thought  he  had  found,  that  it  was 

Briohtow,      impossible  to  get  off  the  contract  with  the  Plaintiffs,  and 

UcKFiBLD,  &    therefore  supposed  that  all  chance  of  connection  with  the 

WelmRail-    Brighton  line,  which  carried  with  it  the  Midhurst,   &c., 

had  to  be  relinquished. 

Mr.  Speed  asks  me  to  disbelieve  Bovill;  the  evidence 
leads  me  to  do  just  the  contrary.  I  say  nothing  more  on 
this  point,  but  I  cannot  leave  the  evidence  without  making 
some  remark  upon  the  subsequent  treatment  of  Bovill  by 
the  directors,  [His  Honour  read  the  letter  of  February 
26th,  ante,  pi  476].  I  never  read  a  more  discreditable  letter. 
The  man  is  their  agent,  acting  under  their  written  authority, 
and  yet  they  attempt  to  turn  round  on  him  and  tell  him 
that  he  had  been  informed  he  was  not  to  act^  which  is  en- 
tirely untrue.  The  best  comment  on  this  is  SoviU^s  reply, 
with  every  word  of  which  I  agree.  [His  Honour  read  BovUTa 
letter  of  February  26th,  ante,  p.  477]. 

I  have  every  possible  inducement  to  afford  the  Plaintiffs 
as  large  a  measure  of  relief  as  I  can  give  them  consistently 
with  the  established  principles  of  this  Court,  but  I  feel  the 
difficulties  to  be  quite  insuperable. 

If  there  were  a  distinct  negative  contract  in  this  agree- 
ment, such  as  the  contract  which  has  now  become  usual  in 
ordinary  agricultural  leases,  that  the  lessee  will  not  farm 
otherwise  than  according  to  the  custom  of  the  country,  the 
Court  might  fasten  upon  that,  and  separating  that  from 
the  rest  of  the  agreement  might  enforce  specific  per- 
formance of  that  contract:  but  when  a  Plaintiff  comes 
into  this  Court  upon  an  agreement  which  does  not  con] 
tain  any  such  direct  negative  clause,  and  where  you  must 
infer  the  n^fative  from  the  necessity  of  the  case,  the 
instances  in  which  the  Court  has  found  it  possible  to 
act  are  very  few  and  special.  In  De  Mattos  v.  Oibson, 
where  the  Plaintiff  had  nothing  on  his  part  to  perform,  the 
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Lords  Justices  said,  "Wo  will  not  permit  the  Defendant  to  i^^^- 

do  that  which  would  render  it  utterly  impossible  for  him  to  Peto 

perform  his  contract/'    So^  in  a  case  which  came  before  me  buohton, 

some  time  ago,  where  an  actor  had  agreed  to  perform  at  a  ^T™^roGB 

particular  place  on  certain  days,  I  thought  myself  justified  Wells  Rail- 

m  restrammg  him  from  actmg  elsewhere  upon  those  days  

during  the  ordinary  hours  of  theatrical  performance.  Judsnmt. 

But  I  cannot  bring  this  case  within  the  principle  involved 
in  De  MaUoa  v.  Oibaan,  because  here  the  Flaintifb  have  to 
perform  their  part  of  this  agreement  by  constructing  the 
railway,  whereas  no  difficulty  existed,  in  as  much  as, 
in  doing  complete  justice^  the  Plaintiff  had  nothing  to  do 
but  to  pay  the  sum  agreed  upon  by  the  charter-party,  a 
condition  which  it  was  within  the  power  of  the  Court  to 
enforse* 

Then  it  is  said,  that  in  Lnmley  v.  Wagner  the  same 
difficulty  occurred;  but  the  difficulties  there  were  small 
in  comparison  with  those  which  I  have  to  meet  No 
doubt  it  might  be  very  important  to  Madle.  Wagner  not 
to  be  compelled  to  sing,  unless  she  had  every  arrangement 
of  the  best  kind  to  enable  her  to  make  as  great  an 
impression  as  possible ;  but  then  it  was  clearly  Lv/mley's 
interest  to  afford  her  every  facility  in  his  power )  and  if 
he  did  not  do  so,  she  would  hare  obtained  all  she  wanted  by 
being  released  from  her  agreement.  But  here  I  perfectly 
agree  with  the  observation  of  Sir  Hugh  CaimSy  that  these 
shares  are  of  such  a  character,  that  it  is  no  consolation  to 
the  Defendants  to  be  told,  that  if  the  Plaintiffs  should  fail 
to  perform  their  part  of  this  agreement,  the  injunction  will 
go,  and  the  shares  thereby  be  let  loose ;  they  might  be  de- 
predated by  the  very  fiact  of  such  failure.  I  do  not  lay 
any  stress  upon  the  fact  that  I  should  lock  up  the  land  of 
this  Company  for  an  indefinite  time.  In  De  Maltos  v. 
Gibson  the  Lords  Justices  thought  that  the  principle  of 
Lvmley  v.  Ifa^n^made  it  right  that  the  ship  in  question 


/fXM^ 
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1863.        in  that  case  should  remain  utterly  useless 
Fjsto        performance  of  the  contract ;  and  I  should 
Brighton,     ^^  ^^^  ^^^  principle  here. 

UCKFIELD,  ft 

ToKBBiDOB         Perhaps  the  case  which  bears  the  closest* 
Wells  Rail- 

watCompakt.  present  one  is  Ogden  v.  Fossick.    That     C5 
Judgmnt      tumed  on  the  consideration  that  the  Court  co-i. 
the  Plaintiff  to  employ  the  Defendant  accordLix:> 
ment.    I  thought  that  I  could  separate  the    ±^ '% 
agreement,  and  decree  specific  performance     <y 
to  give  a  lease,  leaving  the  Defendants  to  apf>l 
the  other  clauses :  the  Lords  Justices,  howev^^  ^ 
that  could  not  be  done ;  but  they  seem  to  hfii^^v 
posed  that  the  desired  end  might  be  reached     ^ 
for  re-entry  if  the  Plaintiff  did  not  perform  ^t^ 
contract,  and  they  remitted  the  case  to  me  ^^^ 
sion  of  that  opinioa    I  endeavoured  so  to  ^^ 
as  to  meet  their  Lordships'  view ;  but  wheca. 
again  before  them,  they,  without  ezpressin^ 
upon  the  form  of  the  lease,  simply  dismid 
apparently  on  the  ground  that  they  could 
that  way,  do  complete  justice.    Lord  Justic€ 
giving  judgment  in  that  case,  observed,  **  It  is 
performance  of  the  agreement  might  be  affec 
nants  in  the  lease  for  the  employment  of  Mi 
be  enforced  by  a  general  condition  of  re-entry ; 
at  the  effect  of  the  agreement,  I  do  not  think  t 
possible.     I  cannot  doubt  that  the  purpose  of 
ment  of  Samud  Fossick  was,  that  he  might 
connection  with  the  business  without  its  being 
other  channels.    In  this  respect,  the  above  modi 
the  agreement  into  effect  would  not  avail  Samuel  Fossick. 
He  would  be  driven  to  his  remedy  at  law,  and  in  the 
meantime  his  business  would  be  broken  up/' 

Similarly  here,  if  these  gentlemen,  being  under  an  under- 
taking, express  or  implied,  to  perform  this  agieement 
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should  fail  in  doing  so,  I  could  not  place  the  parties  in  the        1863. 

position  in  which  both  sides  intended  that  they  should  be ;         psto 

and  I  should  be  driven  to  leave  the  Defendants,  when     bbiohtov 

they  came  here  to  complain  of  such  fiEulure,  to  their  remedy  x^»iwj>i  & 

at  law.  Wills  IUil- 

watCokpjl2^. 

Seeing,  therefore,  that  no  arrangement  could  so  deal     j^^iZnt 

with  the  case  as  to  do  complete  justice  to  both  sides,  I 

think  the  only  proper  course  for  this  Court  to  take,  is  to 

leave  both  parties  to  their  remedies  at  law. 

I  must,  therefore,  refuse  this  motion.  As  against  the 
London  Brighton  and  South  Coast  Railway  Company, 
the  costs  will  be  costs  in  the  cause,  but  as  against  the  Vck^ 
field  Compa/ny  and  their  directors,  I  refuse  the  motion 
without  costs. 


FILDER  V.  LONDON,  BRIGHTON,  AND  SOUTH     •^«»«is^' 

COAST  RAILWAY  COMPANY.  ^?^-" 

BARCHARD    v.    BRIGHTON,    UCKFIELD,    AND  ^"^t^s!^" 

TUNBRIDGE  WELLS  RAILWAY  COMPANY.      Aithongh  it  u 

the  undoubted 

The  facts  of  these  cases  are  the  same  as  those  of  Peto  v.  Sfi^hoidwTn 
The  Brighton,  Uckfidd,  and  Tvmhridge  Wells  Jtailway  %^°P*^[^^ 
Company  (ante,  p.  468).  direotom  from 

exceeding  their 

These  Bills  were  filed  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  the  wh«rit  appears 
agreement  come  to  between  the  Companies  (.?<?€?.  479)  J^ff'^^ewi^a" 
from  being  carried  into  effect  The  Plaintiff  FUder  ttslb  puppet  in  the 
the  owner  of  four  shares  and  <£^50  stock  in  the  London  not  sharehold-' 
and  Bi^hton  Company,  and  the  Plaintiff  Barchard^as  p'J, J|  ^1^0^^' 
the  owner  of  twenty-fire  shares  in  the  Bt^hton  and  Uck-  d«ninify  him 

"^  ,  ^       ,  againit  the  costs 

field  Compcmy;  and  each  Plaintiff  filed  his  Bill  on  behalf  of  the  suit,  the 
of  himself  and  all  other  shareholders  in  his  own  Company  iuterfere  bj  in- 
except  the  Defendants,  against  both  the  Companies  and  jonS'^^" 
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1863.  their  respective  Boards  of  Directors^  complaining  of  the 

FiLDKB  agreement  in  question  as  ultra  vires  and  unauthorised,  and 

London,  litolj  to  be  prejudicial  to  the  Companies  respectively,  and 

&)DraCoAOT  P"^y"^?  ^^^  injunctions  to  restrain  the  Companies  respec- 

RailwayCom-  tively  and  their  respective  directors  from  carrying  such 

Babchabd  flgr^^nt^^J^*  ^^^  effect     The  Plaintiff  Ba/rchard  further 

V.  alleged  that  it  was  material  for  the  interests  of  the  Brighton 

Brighton,  w  ,*  ■,  i  ^^  i*««ii 

UcKFiELD,  &   and  Uckfield  Compa/ny  that  the  agreement  which  they  had 
WwjLs^^i^.    entered  into  with  Messrs,  Peto  ^  Betta  (see  ante,  p.  472) 
wayCompant.  should  be  carried  into  effect,  and  he  prayed  for  an  injunc- 
statemtnt  .  tion  to  restrain  that  Company  and  the  directors  thereof 
'^  from  disposing  of,  or  dealing  with,  or  concurring  with  the 
London  and  Brighton  Compa/ay  and  the  directors  thereof 
or  any  other  person  or  persons  in  disposing  of  or  dealing 
with,  the  shares  and  debentures  agreed  to  be  applied  in 
payment  for  the  construction  of  the  said  line  of  railway  and 
works  under  the  said  contract,  or  any  of  them,  and  from 
entering  into  any  agreement,  or  doing,  or  causing  to  be 
done,  any  act,  deed,  matter,  or  thing  whereby,  or  by  means 
whereof,    the   said  Messrs.  Peto  ^  Betts  might  be  pre- 
vented or  hindered  from  performing  and  carrying  into 
effect  the  said  contract" 

The  Plaintiff  Filder  was  cross-examined  before  a  special 
examiner;  when  it  appeared  that  he  had  purchased  his  stock 
in  the  year  1860,  and  the  shares  at  a  later  period 

It  also  appeared  that  he  had  had  many  conversations 
with  Mr.  Newman  (of  Messrs.  Freshfidds  /*  Nevman, 
Sir  Morton  Peto's  solicitors)  before  the  Bill  was  filed,  and 
that  Mr.  Newman  had  furnished  him  with  the  requisite 
information  to  enable  him  to  institute  the  suit ;  but  he  de« 
nied  that  he  had  done  so  under  Mr.  Ne7vman'8  advice. 

On  being  pressed,  he  said : — "  I  had  some  conversation 
with  Mr,  Newman  as  to  filing  this  Bill    It  was  well 
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known  that  I  was  opposed  to  any  extension,  to  any  pay-        1663. 
ment  of  dividends  out  of  capital,  and  to  any  increase  of      Fildbr 
patronage  to  the  directors  ;  and  from  what  Mr.  Nervman      jjo^^v 
said,  I  gathered  that  I  might  effect  my  object  without   ?"®^^'  ^ 
asking  the  shareholders  for  any  contribution,  in  order  to  Railway  Cou- 
prevent  any  misappropriation  of  the  funds  of  the  Company  ^^^^ 

by  the  directors  /'  and  afterwards,  "  I  gathered  from  Mr,  v. 

Newmam,  that  I  should  not  be  put  to  any  expense  for  the    uckvield,  & 
costs  of  my  suit,  and  should  be  saved  the  trouble  of  asking    ^JJ^^^^l- 
the  shareholders  to  contribute  anything  towards  the  ex-  way  Compant. 
pense.    Mr.  Newman  said  I  should  not  be  put  to  any     stattmnt. 
expense.    As  one  of  the  public,  I  know  of  the  proposed  line 
of  railway  from  Beckenham  to  Lewes  and  Brighton.    Sir 
John  Shelley  is  the  principal  promoter.  Messrs.  Freshjielda 
&  Newman  are   the  solicitors  to  that  line.      I   have 
spoken  to  Sir  John  Shelley  upon  the  subject  of  that  lina 
I  can't  f  ecoUect  whether  or  not  I  have  spoken  to  him  on 
the  subject  of  this  suit     I  have  no  interest  in  the  Becken- 
liam,  Lewes,  and  Brighton  Line.*'    And  afterwards: — 
"  I  don't  think  I  communicated  with  a  single  shareholder 
of  the  London  and  Brighton  Company  before  I  filed  this 
Bill-*-I  did  not     I  am  aware  that  I  filed  this  Bill  on 
behalf  of  myself  and  all  other  the  shareholders  of  the 
London  and  Brighton  Compamy.    I  considered  them  as 
sheep  led  to  the  slaughter.    £70  would  not  buy  my  interest 
in  that  line." 

Q. — Have  you  any  pecuniary  interest  in  the  London 
and  Brighto^i  Railway  other  than  what  arises  from  your 
holding  the  four  51.  shares  and  the  £60  of  stock  T 

"  Witness  refused  to  answer. 

It  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff  Barchard  was  one  of  the  di- 
rectors of  the  Beckenham  and  Brighton  Company  (a  pro- 
posed line,  which,  if  made,  would  be  a  competing  line  with 
the  Briyhton  Company),  and  the  Defendants  swore  that  they 
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186S.         believed  that  he  had  been  indemnified  by  the  Chairman  or 
FiLDBB       the  solicitors  of  that  Company  against  the  costs  of  this  suit. 

V. 

Bbiohton^  &        ^^  evidence  was  given  in  opposition  to  this  statement. 
South  Coabt 
IUu.vjltGox-  

PAKT. 

Baboeabd         Mr.  Giffard  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  (7.  M.  RoupeU,  for  the  motion 
BBioHxoN,     of  the  Plaintiff  J?i?rfer. 

UCKI'IKLD,  & 

TuNBRiDOE         The  Plaintiff  is  a  bona  fide  shareholder  in  the  Company, 
VAT  Company,  and  the  agreement  is  unquestionably  ultra  vires. 

Argument.  rpj^jg  ^  ^^^  different  case  from  that  o{ Forrest  v.  Manches- 
ter, Sheffield,  and  Lincolnshire  Railway  Company  (a).  In 
that  case  the  Plaintiff  was  a  mere  puppet. 

The  yiOE-CHAKCELLOB.~This  gentleman  is  in  too  doubt- 
ful a  position  for  me  to  act  at  his  instance  at  present.  Let 
this  motion  stand  over  till  I  have  heard  the  other. 


Mr.  Oijffard,  Q.C.^  and  Mr.  Druce,  for  the  motion  of  the 
Plaintiff  Barchard : 

This  suit  is  somewhat  different  from  that  of  FUder.  We 
have  a  right  to  call  upon  the  Court  to  prevent  the  transfer 
of  shares  in  our  Company  under  the  impugned  agreement. 
If  the  agreement  be  invalid,  this  transfer  will  be  illegal,  and 
the  Court  will,  therefore,  prevent  it  from  being  carried  out 
pendente  lite.  The  shares  have  been  all  allotted  in  confor- 
mity with  the  agreement,  but  not  yet  transferred. 

It  cannot  make  any  difference  that  the  Plaintiff  has  a 
guarantee  against  costs.  The  case  before  the  Lord  Chan- 
cellor on  which  the  Defendants  rely,  went  far  beyond  a 
guarantee.  There  the  Plaintiff  had  no  liability  to  costs 
whatever,  and  no  real  interest  in  the  question  at  issue. 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  H.  Taylor,  for  the  London 
Brighton f  and  S(mth  Coast  Comparvy  ;  and  Sir  Hv^h 

(fl)  9  W.  R.  818. 
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CcUma,  Q.a,  and  Mr.  Speed,  for  the  Uckfidd  Company,        I868. 
were  not  called  upon.  Yujmi, 

V. 

London, 

Bbiohton,  & 
South  Coast 

Vice-Chancelloe  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : —  RailwatCom- 

PANT. 

The  most  convenient  and  proper  course  to  pursue  in  this     ^-^^^^^^ 
case  will  be  to  make  no  order  on  either  of  these  motions,    ^Bmohton, 

UCKFUBLD,  & 

and  to  let  the  costs  be  costs  in  the  causes  respectively.  Tunbridgb 

Wells  Rail* 

Taking  the  case  before  the  Ldrd  Chancellor  (a),  and  CoU  ^^^^^^^ 

marCa  case  (6)  together,  I  think  that  the  principle  to  be      •^«<fcw»«»*- 

deduced  from  them  is  this  :  that,  to  entitle  a  shareholder 

to  maintam  a  suit  of  this  nature,  the  risk  and  responsibility 

must  be  upon  him,  so  that  the  Court  can  feel  that  he  is 

acting  for  the  benefit,  or  what  he  believes  to  be  the  benefit^/ 

of  the  Company. 

PrimSL  fieicie,  every  shareholder  has  a  right  to  come  here 
as  representing  all  the  shareholders,  to  prevent  an  act  of 
this  description ;  and  the  Court  does  not  require  any  evidence 
that  the  remaining  shareholders,  or.  any  of  them,  have  con- 
curred in  the  filing  of  the  bill ;  because,  if  the  act  be  illegal, 
it  is  presumed  to  be  for  the  benefit  of  all  that  it  should  be 
stopped ;  but  if  it  is  made  to  appear,  and  the  attention 
of  the  Court  is  called  to  the  &ct,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  / 

moving  on  his  own  behalf,  but  is  set  in  motion  by  some  one 
else  who  undertakes  to  pay  the  costs  and  to  indemnify  him 
against  all  risk,  the  whole  aspect  of  the  case  is  at  once 
materially  altered,  because  the  suit  is  no  longer  under  the 
direction  of  the  Plaintiff;  but  another  person,  whose  in- 
terests may  be  utterly  adverse  to  those  of  the  Company, 
is  in  a  position  to  control  the  proceedings. 

What  the  Court  looks  to  is  this :  is  the  suit  bon&  fide  the 

(a)  Forrest  v.  Manchester^  jv.,  Railway  Co,  ubi  supra. 
(&)  Colman  v.  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Co,,  4  Railw.  Cas.  513. 
VOL.   L  K  K 
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1868. 

FiLDEB 
9. 

LoiTDoar, 
Brighton,  & 
South  Coast 
Railway  CoM- 

PAKT. 

Babchabd 

V. 

BBiaHTOH, 

UCKFIXLD,  & 

TUMBRIDOB 

Wellb  RaUi- 

watCohpakt, 

Judgment 


Plaintiff's  own  suit,  or  is  he  merely  the  hand  by  which  some 
one  else  acts?  And  there  is  no  ingredient  entitled  to 
greater  weight  in  arriving  at  a  conclusion  on  this  point  than 
the  question*  who  is  responsible  for  the  costs  of  the  suit  ? 
for  it  must  be  evident,  that  whoever  is  so  is  the  person 
really  most  interested.  Here  I  have  simply  the  case  of 
a  gentleman  having  a  perfectly  nominal  interest  in  the 
Company,  who  is  indemnified  against  costs  by  a  per- 
son interested  in  an  adverse,  in  some  sense  a  rival,  Com- 
pany. 

On  the  question  of  convenience,  I  am  clear  that  no  mcon- 
venience  will  arise  from  leaving  this  question  to  be  deter- 
mined at  the  Hearing;  if  this  agreement  be  in  fact  illegal, 
the  Plaintiff  may  succeed  in  getting  rid  of  it  then ;  but  it 
is  certainly  not  a  case  for  an  interlocutory  injunction.  It  is 
by  no  means  clear  to  me  that  I  have  any  power  to  stop  Uie 
directors  from  dealing,  as  they  propose,  with  the  shares  ; 
but,  however  that  may  be,  I  do  not  think  that  I  ought  now 
to  interfere. 
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GLADSTONE  v.  MUSURUS  BEY.  />«««&»•  1114. 

In  1858  the  Plaintiffs  and  others  projected  a  Company  to  Jfiriidiction^ 
cany  on  banking  business  at  Constantinople^  under  the  ForeigH  Soim- 
name  of  the  Bank  of  2lir%.  "^JmT^ 


Proposals  were  submitted  to  the  JlirkUh  Government  ceruin  aocnri- 
resultinff  in  a  firman,  or  concession,  which  received  the  t*«werede- 

°  '  poaitad  by  the 

Sultan's  assent  on  the  18th  of  May,  1858,  and  was  accepted  FiaiotiA  in 
by  the  concessionaires  on  the  15th  of  February,  1859,  on  England  in  the 
the  understanding,  as  the  Plaintiffs  alleged,  that  the  Sultan  ^SSSiii^^^  of 
would  withdraw  all  the  existing  kaimes,  or  paper-money,  f  fow»gn  sute, 
in  his  dominions,  and  that  no  further  issue  should  be  made  aecare  the  per- 
during  the  existence  of  the  Bank.  cmn^^*^ 

tween  the 

The  firman  granted  the  privilege  of  forming  the  Bank,  ^^^^J^^ 
and  stipulated  among  other  things  that  the  Bank  should  GoyemmeDt. 
not  commence  operations  until  the  capital  of  £2,000,000  dor  threatened 
was  paid;   that  that  should  be  done  within  six  months  the'deporit'on 
icom  the  delivery  of  the  firman;  that  the  Bank  should  ^^'^^T^?^*^' 
have  the  exclusive  privilege  of  issuing  Bank  notes,  to  be  a  breach  ofoon- 
legal  tender  at  Constantinople ;  and  the   Government  en-  puantiffii,  ^ 
gaged  not  to  issue  any  description  of  paper-money,  nor  to  ^^^  ^^^ 
accord  or  permit  the  exercise  of  any  similar  privilege  in  the  t^e  circum- 
empire  to  any  persons  or  Company  during  the  existence  of  each  breach:— 
the  concession  to  the  Bank.    Other  articles  stipulated,  that,  wm  not  com'- 
in  exchange  for  the  firman,  the  grantees  should  pay   as  pi^nlife  to  * 
security  for  the  perfect  execution  of  the  contract  £20,000  move  againit 
m  money    or    Ottoman    securities    to  the    lurkish  Am-  dor;  but  that  an 
bassador  in  Londony  to  be  deposited  in  the  Bank  of  Eng^  UoTlSght™*^ 
land  on  account  of  the   Ottoman  Government;  the  said  granted againet 

the  Bank  to 

security  to  be  replaced  at  the  disposal  of  the  grantees,  restrain  them 

direcdy  the  Bank  commenced  its  operations  at  Constanti-  ^£  [he  fund, 

and  that,  under 
this  order,  the  Bank  woold  be  protected  agahist  any  proceedings  by  the  Ambassador. 

KK  2 
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nopky  in  conformity  with  the  stipulations  contained  in  the 
GhA^&TGSR    firman ;  that  the  Bank  should  commence  operations  within 
MTOURU8  Bbt.  ^  months,  at  latest,  after  the  delivery  of  the  finnan,  and 
in  default  thereof  the  security  of  £20,000  should  be  con- 
fiscated in  favour  of  the  Ottoman  Government. 

After  the  settlement  of  the  terms  of  the  firman,  but 
before  its  acceptance  by  the  grantees,  an  additional  article 
was  insisted  on  by  the  grantees,  as  follows : — "  The  opera- 
tions of  the  Bank  shall  commence  three  months  after  the 
withdrawal  of  all  paper-money."  This  was  indorsed  on 
the  firman,  and  signed  by  Muaurus  Bey^  the  Turkish 
Ambassador  in  London ;  and  thereupon  the  Pldntiffs  de- 
posited £20,000  in  Ottoman  Bonds  in  the  Bank  of  Eng^ 
land  in  the  name  of  MtLsuruSy  and  proceeded  to  form  a 
Company, 

Ultimately,  the  Sultan  reftised  to  ratify  the  additional 
article,  and,  the  kaimes  not  having  been  withdrawn,  the 
majority  of  the  shareholders  in  the  Company  had  their 
money  returned. 

The  directors  of  the  Bank  declined  to  commence 
business  until  the  kaimes  were  withdrawn,  and  Mtuurua 
thereupon  threatened  to  withdraw  the  deposited  bonds  as 
forfeited,  unless  the  concessionaires  would  give  up  their 
firman. 

This  bill  was  filed  by  the  Plaintifis  on  behalf  of  them- 
selves and  all  other  persons  interested  in  the  £20,000 
Bonds  as  concessionaires  or  as  shareholders  in  the  Bank 
of  Turkey  against  Musurus  Bey,  the  Bank  of  Englandy  and 
the  Sultan,  and  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  £20,000 
deposit  had  not  become  forfeited,  and  for  an  injunction 
against  MumrvA  and  the  Bank  of  England  to  restrain  the 
delivering  of  the  £20,000  Turkish  Bonds  to  any  persons 
other  than  the  Plaintiffs. 
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Notices  of  motion  for  injunction  were  served  on  the 
Bank  of  England  and  on  the  Turkish  Ambassador.  Gij^tgkr 

V. 

MusuRus  Bet. 


ArgumemL 


Sir  RoundeU  Palmer^  S.G.,  appeared  on  behalf  of  the 
TurkisK  Ambassador,  to  protest  against  being  summoned 
before  the  Court. 

Mr.;;i2t>ft,  Q.C.,  Sir  H.  Cairns^  Q.C^  and  Mr.  Drwe  for 

the  Plaintiflfe : — 

The  Court  has  jurisdiction  in  this  case,  because  it  is 
only  asked  to  proceed  against  a  fund  in  the  hands  of  the 
Bank  of  Englandj  which  fund,  as  we  saj,  belongs  to  the 
Plainti£Ps.  The  mere  &ct  of  the  Sultan,  or  his  Ambas-  * 
sador,  as  his  agent,  claiming  an  interest  in  the  fond,  will 
not  deprive  the  Court  of  jurisdiction  over  the  money.  They 
have,  therefore,  been  made  parties,  and  have  the  option  of 
appearing  if  they  think  it  desirable.  If  they  do  appear,  I 
can  establish  a  clear  equity  against  them ;  and  on  their 
appearing  the  Court  would  have  jurisdiction  to  administer 
the  fund  so  as  to  bind  them :  Duke  of  Brunswick  v.  King 
of  Hanover  (a).  Suppose  an  Ambassador  here  had  trust 
moneys  deposited  in  the  Bank  in  his  name  as  trustee  of  a 
settlement,  is  it  to  be  said  that  the  trusts  are  not  to  be 
administered  because  the  Ambassador  is  personally  privi- 
leged ?  The  fund  is  not  privileged.  The  rule  that  applies 
to  a  foreign  Sovereign  applies  to  an  Ambassador  as  his 
agent  equally. 

If  the  Ambassador  thinks  he  is  entitled  to  rely  on  his 
privilege,  he  should  have  demurred,  and  ought  not  to 
appear  on  the  motion  to  protest  against  its  being  heard. 
We  are  entitled  to  state  the  case,  and  then  the  Ambas- 

(a)  6  Beav.  1,  39 ;  2  H.  L.  Gas.  1. 
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1862.       sador  can  either  decline  to  appear,  or  else  submit  to  the 
Gladbpohx    jurisdictioD,  and  be  heard  in  his  defence. 

V. 

MuBUBus  Bbt. 

The  Yice-Chancellob  said,  that  he  thought  a  great 

'^^'''"^*^      mistake  had  been  made  in  making  the  Ambassador  a  party 

to  the  suit.     Since  the  well-known  case  of  the  Ambassador 

of  the  Czar  of  Muscovy  and  the  Statute  which  was  passed 

in  the  reign  of  Queen  Anne  (a),  there  had  been  no  instance 

of  an  attempt  to  make  an  Ambassador  a  party  to  a  suit. 

All  that  could  be  done  in  this  case  was,  to  say  that  the 

Court  declined  to  entertain  any  jurisdiction  against  the 

IhrhUh  Ambassador. 

The  motion  against  the  Bank  of  England  was  then 
opened. 

Mr.  RoUy  Q.C.,  Sir  E.  Caims^  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Druee  for 

the  Plaintiffs : — . 

The  case  stated  by  the  Bill,  and  proved  by  our  alBdayits, 
is  that  the  Turkish  Ambassador^  on  behalf  of  the  Sultan, 
agreed  to  the  additional  article  that  the  Bank  should  not 
be  boimd  to  commence  business  until  three  months  after 
the  withdrawal  of  the  kaimes.  On  the  faith  of  this  stipu- 
lation the  Company  was  formed,  and  was  only  prevented 
from  commencing  business  by  the  bad  faith  of  the  Turkish 
Government  in  committing  a  breach  of  their  contract  by 
not  withdrawing  the  old  kaimes,  and  by  making  fiirther 
issues.  No  default  has  occurred  on  the  part  of  the  con- 
cessionaires for  the  Company,  and  the  Tlirkish  Ambassador 
has  no  right  to  withdraw  the  deposit  which  has  been  made 
in  his  name. 

These  facts  being  proved  and  undisputed,  we  ask  that 
the  Bank  of  Englandj  who  are  the  stakeholders,  may  be 
(a)  7  Anne,  c.  12. 
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restraiBed  from  giving  np  the  deposit.    It  is  true^  that        1862. 
many  of  the  shareholders  have  claimed  to  have  their     Giaaostoitx 
money  returned  when  they  found  that  the  Turkish  Govern-  musubus  b«t 

ment  would  not  keep  faith ;  and  it  has  been  said  by  the         

Turkish  Ambassador  that  the  Company  is  wound  up,  and 
therefore  the  deposit  forfeited.  But  this  is  not  so.  The 
Company  is  not  wound  up ;  and  if  it  were,  the  rights  of 
the  concessionaires  under  the  firman  would  remain  intact. 

The  rule  as  to  suits  aiSecting  foreign  Sovereigns  is  this, 
that  there  is  no  jurisdiction  against  them  when  acting  poli- 
tically, but  there  is  jurisdiction  in  matters  of  contract, 
where  they  enter  into  engagements  as  any  private  person 
might  do :  Secretary  of  State  for  India  v.  Kamache  Boye 
Sahaba  (a).  For  example,  if  a  foreign  Sovereign  desired 
a  railway  to  be  made,  and  agreed  to  pay  the  contractor  a 
certain  sum  for  making  it,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
the  payment,  to  deposit  security  in  an  English  bank,  would 
it  be  open  to  him,  after  the  railway  was  made,  to  refuse 
payment,  and  to  insist  that  this  Court  had  no  jurisdiction 
over  the  securities  deposited  in  this  country  ?  It  is  true, 
that  the  Sovereign  cannot  in  such  a  case  as  this  be  com- 
pelled to  appear,  but  the  fund  in  the  hands  of  the  stake- 
holder is  answerable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court. 

The  real  object  of  the  Turkish  Government  is  apparent 
in  the  correspondence  in  evidence,  and  is  to  establish 
another  Bank  on  more  favourable  terms ;  and  for  that  pur- 
pose the  Tvarkish  Government  refuse  to  perform  the  con- 
tract they  have  entered  into  with  us. 

Enough,  at  any  rate,  is  proved  to  make  out  that  there  is 
a  question  to  be  tried  at  the  Hearing,  when  the  Sultan  will 
have  an  opportunity  of  appearing,  and  that  entitles  us  to 
keep  the  fund  in  medio. 

(a)  13  Moore,  P.O.,  22. 
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1862. 


Mr.  Cottofif  for  the  Bank  ci England: — 

Gi.ADeroHB         It  is  not  disputed  that  the  Turkish  Ambassador  has  a 

MusubosBet.  legal  right  to  withdraw  these .  securities  from  the  Bank. 

ArgmnenL      ^^  Turkish  Ambassador  is  not  before  the  Court,  and  in 

his  absence  it  is  impossible  that  any  injimction  can  be 

granted  against  the  Bank  which  would  leave  them  vrithout 

protection  against  the  legal  claim  of  Mttsurus  Bey.      The 

Bank  are  not  the  agents  of  the  Turkish  Government,  but 

merely  bankers,  holding  a  fund  to  the  order  of  Musurus 

Beyy  who  is  not,  and  cannot,  be  made  a  party  to  the  suit. 

[He  referred  to  Wadsworfh  v.  Queen  of  Spain  (a)^ 


MlgmenL        ViCE-ChANCELLOB  SiR  W.  PaGB  WoOD  : — 

I  have  no  doubt  that  I  ought  to  grant  an  interim  injunc- 
tion, because  the  real  question  is,  whether  there  is  such  a 
case  to  be  tried  at  the  Hearing  that  this  fund  ought  to  be 
kept  safe  in  the  meantime.  If  there  is,  I  am  bound  to  keep 
the  fund  safe,  unless,  by  so  doing,  and  under  the  very  pecu- 
liar circumstances  of  this  case,  I  should  be  making  an  order 
against  the  Bank  of  Englandy  from  the  consequences  of 
which  I  am  miable  to  protect  them.  The  Bank  of  England 
are  brought  here  as  the  holders  of  a  fund,  which,  it  certainly 
must  be  taken  on  the  Bill  (and  there  is  no  doubt  of  it,  I 
apprehend,  in  point  of  law),  could  be  withdrawn  from  them 
by  an  order  signed  by  the  Turkish  Ambassador.  The 
Bill  is  then  filed,  stating  what  the  facts  are  with  relation  to 
this  deposit.  If  the  bonds  were  the  absolute  unqualified 
property  of  the  Sultan — ^that  is  to  say,  of  the  Turkish 
Government,  there  might  be  some  difiiculty  in  attempting 
to  enforce  any  claim  against  the  Spltan  by  attaching  this 
fund.     You  cannot  proceed  against  the  Sultan's  property 

(a)  17Q.B.  171. 
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by  way  of  arrest,  so  as  to  bring  the  Sovereign  within  the  1862. 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  or  by  way  of  execution  or  the  Gladstonb 
like.  But  that  is  not  what  this  Bill  asks.  The  shape  in  kus^bus  Bxt. 
which  the  case  is  put  by  the  Bill  is,  that  this  property  in  jJiZ^ 
the  eye  of  the  Court  is  not  the  property  of  the  Sultan,  that 
it  is  a  fund  in  medio,  which  is  in  one  contingent  event  to 
become  the  Sultan's  property,  and  in  another  contingency 
to  become  the  Plaintiffs',  that  it  is,  therefore,  a  fund  in 
which  both  the  Sultan  and  they  have  contingent  interests. 
It  is,  in  fact,  exactly  analogous  to  the  case  put  by  Lord 
Langdale  in  his  judgment  in  Duke  of  Brunswick  v.  King  of 
Hanover  (a),  though  arising  in  a  different  form.  There  is  a 
fiind  which  may  in  event  A.  become  the  property  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  in  event  B.  become  the  property  of  the 
Sultan  ;2and  if  the  Sultan  should  think  fit  to  appear, 
the  Court  may  ultimately  have  to  determine  which  of 
the  two  has  the  better  right.  That  is  how  the  case 
stands.  Upon  the  facts  as  now  presented  I  cannot  say, 
that,  at  the  Hearing,  if  the  Ihrkish  Government  should 
think  it  right  to  intervene,  there  may  not  be  a  point  to  be 
argued  upon  the  effect  to  be  given  to  the  additional  article 
under  all  the  circumstances  that  may  be  proved.  As  stated 
in  the  Bill,  the  original  concession  stipulated  for  a  deposit  of 
£20,000  (merely  as  security  for  the  perfect  execution  of  the 
contract)  in  the  name  of  the  Turkish  Ambassador  in  Londony 
and  provided  that  the  security  should  be  replaced  at  the  dis- 
posal of  the  grantees  of  the  concession  as  soon  as  the  Bank 
commenced  its  operations  at  Constantinople  in  conformity 
with  the  stipulations  contained  in  the  contract.  The  next 
article  says,  that  unless  the  Bank  is  established  within  six 
months  after  delivery  of  the  firman,  the  security  is  to  be 
confiscated  in  favour  of  the  Government.  Then  the  con- 
cessionaires declined  to  sign  an  acknowledgment  that  they 
accepted  the  firman  without  the  insertion  of  an  additional 
(a)  6  Beav.  39. 
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1862.  article;  that  the  Bank  was  not  to  commence  business  until 
GiADBToiTB  three  months  after  the  paper  money  then  in  circulation 
MoBuaua  Bbt.  should  have  been  withdrawn,  even  though  that  might  be 
long  after  the  expiration  of  the  stipulated  period  of  six 
months.  This  additional  article  was  signed  by  the  Ambas- 
sador of  the  Turkish  Government,  and  the  signature  by 
way  of  acceptance  of  the  firman  of  the  present  Plaintiffs 
comes  after  that  additional  article,  and  after  the  signature 
of  the  Turkish  Ambassador.  Upon  that  state  of  &cts,  there 
is  at  least  a  question  to  be  tried  whether  that  article  is  or 
is  not  part  of  the  original  agreement.  If  so,  on  the  fact 
stated  here  (the  truth  of  which  seems  really  undisputed,) 
that  the  paper  money  has  not  at  the  present  moment  been 
withdrawn,  it  would  seem  that  the  time  has  not  arrived  at 
which  the  deposit  could  be  confiscated.  Then  there  is  the 
averment,  supported  by  the  correspondence,  that  this  ftmd 
is  about  to  be  claimed  by  the  Turkish  Ambassador  unless 
the  Plaintiff  will  consent  to  give  up  the  concession  alto- 
gether. In  justice  to  the  Turkish  Ambassador,  as  he  is 
absent,  I  am  bound  to  say  that  on  this  correspondence  he 
states  that  the  Government  do  not  wish  to  avail  themselves 
of  the  money,  but  say  that  the  money  is  at  the  disposal  of 
the  Plaintiffi  provided  they  will  give  up  their  concession.  It 
does  not  appear  to  me  at  present  on  the  materials  before 
me,  that  the  Plaintiffs  are  bound  to  give  up  that  concession 
as  a  condition  for  preventing  the  confiscation  of  the  deposit. 
They  say,  we  will  abide  by  our  concision  at  present,  and 
when  the  paper  money  is  withdrawn  from  circulation  it  will 
be  for  us  to  say  whether  the  Bank  is  to  be  started  or  not, 
but  in  the  meantime  we  are  under  no  obligation. 

The  only  doubt  in  my  mind — and  that,  too,  is  a  doubt 
that  may  have  to  be  determined,  and  may  be  a  serious  one 
at  the  Hearing,  should  all  the  parties  come  before  the  Court 
— ^is  whether  or  not  the  proceedings  that  took  place  as  to 
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what  is  called  the  winding-up  of  the  concern,  amounted  to 
such  an  abandonment  of  the  concession  as  to  entitle  the 
Turkish  Government  to  treat  the  concession  as  abandoned  hubtoto  b«t. 
by  the  Plaintiffs.  That  will  be  a  matter  to  be  argued  and  j^^L, 
determined  at  the  Hearing ;  but  I  cannot  say,  on  the  evi- 
dence before  me,  that  it  is  clear  that  that  would  be  the 
result.  Then,  if  so,  it  is  not  right  that  this  £20,000  should 
be,  as  it  may  be  to-morrow  unless  steps  are  taken  to  pre- 
vent it,  withdrawn  by  the  order  of  the  Thrkish  Ambassa- 
dor. The  case  may  well  be  supposed  of  a  foreign  Ambas- 
sador here  accepting  the  trusts  of  a  marriage  settlement,  it 
may  be  as  sole  trustee.  If  the  trust  funds  were  invested  in 
his  name  in  the  Bank  of  England^  it  is  quite  true  I  could 
not  deal  with  him  on  account  of  the  impossibility  of  any 
process  being  had  against  an  Ambassador.  But  the  funds 
being  in  the  Bank  of  England^  it  appears  to  me  clear 
that  I  could  in  such  a  state  of  circumstances  (this  being  a 
fund  vested  in  the  Ambassador  absolutely,  and  accepted 
by  him  upon  certain  trusts)  prevent  the  Bank  of  England 
from  handing  it  over  to  the  Ambassador,  upon  a  distinct 
intimation  on  his  part  that  he  intended  to  apply  it  to  his 
own  use.  I  assume  such  a  &ct  hypothetically,  because  we 
are  entitled  to  assume  any  fact  to  tiy  the  validity  of  the 
argument  founded  on  the  absence  of  the  Ambassador.  So 
also  in  this  case,  it  appears  to  me,  that  though  I  cannot 
hold  this  gentleman  here,  because  he  is  an  Ambassador, 
yet  the  fund  being  here,  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  pre- 
vent that  fund  being  wasted,  and  perhaps  all  the  more  on  ac- 
count of  the  impossibility  of  withdrawing  the  fund  fiom  the 
hands  of  the  Ambassador  if  once  it  reaches  them.  There- 
fore, all  that  remains  is  to  consider  whether  the  Bank  of 
England  wSl  be  protected  by  this  order.  It  appears  to 
me  that  the  Bank  will  be  amply  protected,  because,  if  the 
Turkish  Ambassador  should  present  his  cheque,  the  Bank, 
under  the  order  of  this  Court,  would  decline  to  honour  it ; 
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1862. 


JvidgmenL 


and  the  only  mode  in  which  the  Ambassador  oonld  compel 
payment,  would  be  by  taking  some  process  of  his  own.  I 
MuauBus  Bbt.  ^'^  *  ^®^  Strong  opinion,  that,  if  he  chose  to  take  that 
course,  the  position  of  things  would  be  entirely  altered. 
He  would  be  submitting  liimself  to  the  jurisdiction  of  our 
tribunals ;  and  in  that  case  English  tribunals  would  have 
the  power  of  saying,  for  that  purpose  only,  that  they  would 
administer  justice  between  all  parties  concerned  in  a  liti- 
gation which  he  had  himself  commenced. 

Where  the  intention  to  commit  a  breach  of  trust  is 
'charged  against  a  person  who  happens  to  be  out  of  reach 
of  the  process  of  the  Court,  the  Court  does  not  hesitate,  on 
a  proper  case  being  made,  to  preserve  the  trust  fund  in 
medio  by  an  interim  order  until  the  hearing  of  the  cause. 
The  holder  of  the  fund  would  be  protected  by  the  interim 
order  in  such  a  case,  and  I  think  the  Bank  will  be  equally 
protected  in  this  case,  though  the  absence  of  the  alleged 
trustee  is  due  to  his  privilege  as  an  Ambassador.  I  think| 
therefore,  I  ought  to  make  an  order  restraining  the  Bank 
of  England  until  the  Hearing  or  further  order,  in  the 
terms  of  the  prayer  of  the  Bill,  except  that  the  injunction 
must  be  against  payment  to  any  one,  vrithout  adding  the 
words,  "other  than  the  Plaintiffs,"  it  being  clear  that  the 
money  ought  not  to  be  delivered  to  them,  otherwise  than 
under  the  direction  of  this  Court. 


Jfmufo.  Injunction  to  restrain  the  Bank  of  England  from  delivering  the 

£20,000  Turkish  Bonds  to  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever  until 
the  Hearing  or  further  order. 
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1863. 

GLADSTONE  v.  OTTOMAN  BANK  Feb^mkXitk. 

X  HIS  case  came  on  upon  demurrer.    ITie  Bill  was  filed    Foreign  Sove- 

retgn-^—JuftM" 

against  the  Ottoman  Bank  and  its  directors  and  the  Sultan  dictions-Fraud. 
of  Turkey.    The  material  statements  of  the  Bill  were  as  ^  ?i^i  ^^f^ 

*'  Bgarnst  the 

follows:—  Ottoman  Bank, 

its  directors, 

The  Plaintiffs  and  others,  in  the  year  1868,  projected  the  and  the  Sultan, 

^      -n.     1  .       .  .        1       /IT      T.  7    aUegedthatthe 

formation  of  a  Bank  to  carry  on  busmess  m  the  Turkiah  Saltan's  Go- 
empire  under  the  style  of  the  Bank  of  Turkey,  and  proposed  ^an[!Ja'to  the 
that  the  Sultan  should  concede  to  them  the  exclusive  privi-  Ij^^^^l  ^ght 
lege  of  issuing  notes  in  his  dominions,  and  should  withdraw  of  issuing  bank 
from  circulation  all  the  kaimes  or  paper  money  then  in  ex-  Turkey,  and 

•_i.  •      m.     7  hadsubse- 

istencem  Turkey.  qaenUj,  in 

derogation  of 

The  scheme  was  approved  by  the  Turkish  Government;  that  grant, 
and  the  approval  was  communicated  to  the  Plaintiffs^  with  ooncessioato 
an  assurance  that  the  Sultan  would  undertake,  as  a  condi-  ^  o^ajT**' 
tion  precedent  to  the  Company  commencing  business,  to  Bank,  and 

,  prayed  a  deda- 

withdraw  all  the  kaimes  from  circulation.  ration  of  the 

Plaintiffs'  ex- 

On  the  18th  of  May^  1858,  the  Sultan  gave  his  eussentto  elusive  right, 

a  firman,  by  which  the  exclusive  privilege  of  issuing  notes,  ^n  against  the 

to  be  a  legal  tender  at  ConstamtiTuypUj  was  granted  to  the  ^"^JJJ*^"* 

Bank  of  Turkey;  and  the  IVtrX^A Qovemment  engaged  not  directors: 

to  issue  any  paper  money,  nor  to  concede  or  permit  the  ex-  demnner^of  ^ 

erdse  of  any  similar  privilege  in  the  empire  to  any  person  or  J«  ^"^  "|^ 

Company  during  the  existence  of  the  concession  to  the  said  inasmachasthe 

j^     1,  Court  had  no 

l>anK.  jurisdiction   on 

the  contract  as 

Before  the  acceptance  of  the  firman  by  the  Plaintiffs,  an  against  the  Sul- 

additional  article  was  indorsed  and  signed  by  the  Turkish  ^e'against 

Ambassador,  by  the  express  authority  and  on  behalf  of  the  |J,*^^^rt  ^ 

Tur^A  Government^  stipulating  that  the  operations  of  the  and  demurrer 

Bank  should  commence  three  months  after  the  withdrawal  ingij. 
of  all  paper  money. 

•  The  Bank  of  Turkey  was  formed^  but  the  paper  money 
had  not  been  withdrawn,  and  the  Bank  had  not  commenced 
business. 
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J868^  The  ^breach  complained  of  was  stated  in  the  Sith  parar 

graph  as  follows : — 

The  Plaintiflb  have  lately  discovered,  as  the  fact  is,  that 
the  Defendants,  the  Ottoman  Bank^  who  are  a  Joint  Stock 
Company  incorporated  by  charter,  and  who  carry  on  business 
in  BankSuUdmgaf  in  the  City  of  London,  have  recently 
concerted  a  scheme  for  supplanting  the  Bank  of  7\i/rkey, 
and  obtaining  for  their  own  use  the  sole  privilege  of  issuing 
notes  or  paper  money  within  the  TurJdah  dominions^  and  of 
depriving  the  Plaintiffi  and  the  shareholders  in  the  Bank  of 
Turkey  of  the  benefit  of  the  concession  granted  to  them 
as  aforesaid ;  and  with  that  view  the  Ottoman  Bank  and  the 
directors  thereof  have  applied  to  the  Turkish  Government  for 
a  concession  to  enable  them,  in  conjunction  with  other  per- 
sons whose  names  are  unknown  to  the  Plaintiffs^  to  establish 
a  Company  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  banking  business 
at  Constantinople  and  in  London,  which  Company  is  in- 
tended to  be  formed  with  a  joint  stock  capital  of  dP2,700,000 
in  136,000  shares,  under  the  style  of  the  Imperial  Bank  of 
Turkey;  and  the  Turkish  Qovemment  has,  at  the  instance 
of  the  Ottoma/n  Bank,  agreed  to  grant  to  them  a  concession 
for  the  purpose,  together  with  the  sole  and  exclusive  privi- 
lege of  issuing  paper  and  bank  notes,  which  are  to  be  a  legal 
tender  within  the  Tv/rkish  dominions;  and  a  concession  with 
such  sole  and. exclusive  privilege  as  aforesaid  has  been  al- 
ready granted  by  the  said  Qovemment  to  the  Ottoman  Bank 
or  their  nominees,  which  concession  confers  or  purports  to 
confer  on  the  Ottoma/n  Bank  privileges  identical  with  those 
granted  by  the  concession  to  the  Plainti£Ba. 

The  Bill  prayed  a  declaration,  that,  so  long  as  the  Flaintifis' 
concession  was  in  existence,  the  Bank  of  Turkey  was  entitled 
to  the  exclusive  privilege  of  issuing  bank  notes  or  paper 
money  in  the  Empire  of  the  Sultan,  and  that  the  concession 
of  the  Ottoman  Bank  was  inoperative  against  the  Plainti£Gb ; 
and  also  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Ottoman  Bank  and 
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its  diiecton  from  issuing  notes  or  paper  money  for  circula-         1868. 
tion  in  the  Sultan's  dominions.  OiInnmB 

No  consequential  relief  was  prayed  against  the  Sultan.         Ottom ah 

Bask. 

Both  the   Ottoman  Bank  and  the  Defendants,  the  di-         

rectors,  demurred  to  the  Bill.  Staiemmu. 


Sir  H.  Cairns,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Wickens,  for  the  de- 
murrer of  the  Ottorrujm  Bank,  and  the  SoUcUor^Genend 
(Sir  RovmdeU Paimer),  Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  Iti^Wiekens 
for  the  demurrer  of  the  Directors : — 

This  is  a  Bill  to  restrain  us  from  carrying  out  an  agree- 
ment with  the  Sultan,  on  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiffs 
hold  a  previous  concession  from  the  Sultan,  which  gives 
them,  as  they  allege,  an  equity  against  the  Sultan.  With 
the  Plaintiff'  agreement  we  have  nothing  to  do,  and  the 
only  way  in  which  we  could  be  reached  would  be  by  their 
suing  the  Sultan  as  a  party,  and  obtaining  an  injunction 
against  him,  to  prevent  him  from  carrying  out  our  agree- 
ment This  the  Plaintiff  seem  to  have  known  was  im- 
possible, because  the  agreement  under  which  we  are  acting 
was  an  agreement  entered  into  by  the  Sultan  in  his  politi- 
cal capacity  relating  to  the  prerogative  of  issuing  paper 
money,  and  cannot  be  the  subject  of  a  suit  in  this  Court 
against  the  Sultan:  Duke  of  Brunswick  v.  Kvng  of 
Hanover  (a),  Emperor  of  Austria  v.  Day  (b).  The  allega- 
tions of  the  Bill  are,  that  the  Sultan  has  granted  the 
exclusive  privilege  of  issuing  paper  money  in  Turkey  to 
the  Plaintiffi,  and  that  we  are  the  Sultan's  agents  for 
carrying  out  a  different  agreement  in  breach  of  the  Plain- 
tiffs' privilege.  If  this  is  so,  the  agent  cannot  be  sued  in 
the  absence  of  the  principal,  who  is  bound  by  the  alleged 
equity,  and  the  Sultan,  though  he  is  made  a  nominal  party, 
cannot  be  sued  in  this  Court. 


Argument, 


(a)  2  H.  L.  Cas.  1. 


(h)  2  Giff.  628;  3  D.  G.  F.  &  J.  217. 
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Mr.  Rolt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Dmce,  for  the  bill : — 

The  contention  on    the  other  side   is  this — that  one 
British  subject  may  be  a  party  to  a  fraud  upon  another 
British  subject^  if  he  acts  under  the  direction  of  the  Sultan^ 
Argument     ^y^^  cannot  be  made  amenable  to  this  Court 

Our  position  is  this:  The  privileges  granted  to  us  by 
our  concession  are  rights  of  property  vested  in  us.  The 
Sultan  attempts  to  defraud  us  of  this  property  ;  and  though 
the  Court  may  not  be  able  to  reach  him,  it  will  protect  our 
property  against  any  persons  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  who  are  aiding  and  abetting  in  the  fraud.  There  is 
a  distinction  between  a  contract  entered  into  in  derogation 
of  subsisting  rights,  and  acts  done  in  such  derogation.  The 
Court  might  not  be  able  to  prevent  the  Defendants  from 
entering  into  their  contract ;  but  it  can  and  will  prevent 
British  subjects  from  doing  any  acts  by  which  we  may  be 
deprived  of  the  property  we  have  acquired.  Suppose  the 
two  inconsistent  contracts  had  been  entered  into,  not  by  a 
foreign  sovereign  but  by  a  British  subject  abroad,  who 
could  not  be  reached  by  the  process  of  the  Court — would 
he  be  allowed  to  complete  his  fraud  by  the  agency  of  per- 
sons within  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  ?  If  A,  grants  an 
exclusive  right  to  J9.,  and  then  grants  the  same  right  to  0. 
and  goes  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  can  it  be  said  that  B.  has 
no  equity  to  restrain  C.  from  infringing  his  right? 

The  Bill  further  allies,  that  the  Defendants  were  aware 
of  our  vested  rights  when  they  took  their  own  concession. 
If,  in  the  case  supposed,  C.  could  do  no  act  if  il.  were  re- 
strained, the  only  relief  would  be  against  A.,  but  if  C.  was 
in  a  position  to  act  without  A.,  then  there  would  be  an 
independent  injunction  against  him  ;  and  this  may  be 
granted  whether  il.  is  or  is  not  within  the  reach  of  the 
Court.  To  refrise  to  interfere  in  such  a  case  would  be  to 
refuse  protection  to  the  property  of  B.    The  mere  &ct  that 
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the  Court  is  unable  to  give  complete  relief  against  every 
one  conoemed,  will  not  prevent  it  from  restraining  a  wrong 
contemplated  by  a  person  who  is  amenable  to  the  Court: 
Lumley  v.  Wagner  (a),  The  Meaaageriea  Imperiales  v. 
Bames  (b). 

So  when  a  vendor  sells  to  A.,  and  then  sells  again  to  B. 
with  notice,  and  B.  does  some  act  to  interfere  with  A*8 
right,  the  Court  will  restrain  B.  no  less  than  the  vendor: 
Goodvum  Y.  Fiddmg  (c). 

Then  it  is  said,  that  the  subject  matter  of  the  contention 
belongs  to  the  Sultan's  prerogative.  But  that  is  immaterial 
after  we  have  acquired  a  right  of  property,  and  therefore  a 
right  to  be  protected  against  persons  within  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  A  patent  grows  out  of  prerogative  right 
(limited  by  the  statute  of  monopolies  and  by  later  Acts) ; 
yet  the  Court  restrains  infringements  by  the  grantee  of  a 
second  patent 


Glidstoxx 

V. 

Ottquux 
Bank. 

Argtunent. 


Vice-Chakcellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:— 

I  cannot  entertain  any  doubt  upon  this  Bill  It  is  rather 
a  bold  attempt,  and  has  been  supported  very  ably  indeed 
by  the  arguments  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  but  I  think 
it  is  quite  clear  that  an  engagement  entered  into  with  a 
foreign  Qovernment  such  as  that  upon  which  the  Plaintiffs' 
rights  depend,  is  not  an  engagement  which  the  Court  can 
enforce^  or  against  the  breach  of  which  it  can  give  any 
relief.  The  Bill  states  throughout — consistently  no  doubt 
with  the  fact — ^that  this  grant,  upon  which  the  Plaintiffs 
rest  their  claim  to  relief,  is  the  act  of  a  foreign  Govern- 
ment. The  first  statement  of  it  is,  that  a  scheme  was  en- 
tered into  for  establishing  a  Company  for  circulating  notes 
in  the  dominions  of  the  Sultan  of  Twrkey ;  that  the  scheme 

(a)  1  D.  G.  M.  G.  604.    (ft)  11  W.  R.  822.    (c)  4  D.  M.  G.  90. 
vol*  I.  L  L 
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^63.  ^vas  approved  by  the  Government  in  the  name  and  on 
Gladstone  behalf  of  his  Imperial  Majesty  about  the  month  of  Marchy 
OrroMAif  ^S58 ;  that  such  approval  was  communicated,  on  behalf  and 
^^-  with  the  authority  of  his  Imperial  Majesty,  to  the  Plain- 
Judgnmt  tifis,  the  projectors  of  the  Bank,  with  an  assurance  that  the 
Sultan  would  imdertake,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
Company's  commencing  the  business  of  the  Bank,  to  with- 
draw from  circulation  the  whole  of  the  kaimes  or  paper 
money  which  were  then  current  in  his  kingdom.  The 
Government^  it  is  said,  communicated  to  the  projectors 
of  the  Banky  that  his  Imperial  Majesty  would  secure  to 
certain  concessionaires  who  are  represented  by  the  Plain- 
tififs  such  rights  and  privileges  as  were  required  for  the 
purposes  of  the  projected  Company  by  an  Imperial  firman 
or  concession.  Then  follows  the  concession  which  was 
granted  by  the  Sultan,  giving  to  these  Plaintiffs  the  exclu- 
sive privileges  which  they  now  claim.  Now  standing  upon 
that  right,  the  Plaintiffs  raise  this  case:  They  say^that 
this  Court,  acting  upon  the  jurisdiction  which  it  always 
exercises  over  contracts,  will  not  suffer  anyone  to  do  any- 
thing in  derogation  of  his  contract ;  and  it  is  further  con- 
tended on  the  authority  of  Lumley  v.  Wagner  and  other 
like  cases,  that  the  Court,  acting  upon  the  same  jurisdiction, 
will  prevent  a  third  person,  with  knowledge  of  the  contract, 
from  assisting  either  of  the  parties  to  it  to  defeat  his  own 
engagements.  Without  expressing  any  opinion  on  this 
pointy  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  these  are  the  principles  on 
which  the  Court  is  now  asked  to  act  in  a  case  where  the 
agreement  is  with  a  foreign  sovereign. 

N0W9  unless  the  Court  is  prepared  to  hold  that  this  is  a 
contract  which  it  can  enforce  against  the  principal,  it  seems 
to  me  impossible  (inasmuch  as  all  the  rights  of  the  Plaintiffs 
stand  upon  the  contract)  to  hold  that,  if  the  same  sovereign 
power  chooses  to  act  in  derogation  of  the  right  granted  by 
the  first  sovereign  act,  I  can  interfere  with  the  sovereign 
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power  itself  to  prevent  an  act  in  derogation  of  it  But  if 
I  cannot  interfere  with  the  principal,  how  can  I  interfere 
with  the  accessory,  nBxaelj,  the  person  who  is  alleged  to 
be  aiding  in  defeating  the  rights  which  the  sovereign 
power  has  granted  by  the  first  concession.  That  the 
grant  operates  through  the  medium  of  the  sovereign  power 
of  the  Ottoman  Empire  acting  for  state  purposes  there  can 
be  no  question.  Mr.  licit  attempted  to  draw  a  distinction 
between  the  act  of  a  sovereign  doing  something  for  his 
own  benefit,  and  the  act  of  what  is  called  the  legislature^ 
where  a  legislature  exists  ;  but  the  fact  that  the  sovereign 
has  the  control  of  the  money  current  in  his  kingdom  only 
amounts  to  this :  that  it  is  a  privilege  enjoyed  by  him  for 
the  public  purposes  of  his  country.  The  right  of  ascertain- 
ing what  shall  be  the  current  coin  of  the  kingdom  is  vested 
in  the  sovereign  of  the  country,  but  that  right,  like  every  other 
right  which  he  holds  qui  sovereign,  is  presumed  to  be  exer- 
cised for  the  benefit  of  the  community  upon  public  grounds. 
This  is  not  a  contract  for  the  private  benefit  of  the  sovereign, 
of  which  this  Court  might  take  cognizance^  but  simply  a 
grant  of  the  sole  right  of  issuing  notes  as  part  of  the 
current  coin  of  his  realm,  made  by  the  Sultan  in  his  public 
capacity  as  the  sovereign  of  the  country. 

That  being  the  nature  of  the  contract,  what  is  the  alleged 
breach?  It  is  thus  put  in  the  84th  paragraph  of  the  Bill. 
The  PlaintifiEs  say  they  have  lately  discovered,  as  the  fact  is, 
that  the  Defendants  the  Ottoman  Bank,  who  are  a  London 
Banking-house^  have  recently  concerted  a  scheme  for  sup- 
planting the  Bank  of  Turkey,  and  obtaining  for  their  own 
use  the  sole  privilege  of  issuing  notes  or  paper  money  within 
the  Turkish  dominions,  and  for  depriving  the  Flaintifib  and 
the  shareholders  in  the  Bank  of  Turkey  of  the  benefit  of 
the  concession  granted  to  them ;  that  with  that  view  the 
Ottoman  Bank  and  the  Directors  thereof  have  applied 
to  the  TurHah  Government  for  a   concession  to  enable 

L  li  2 
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them,  in  conjunction  with  other  persons  whofle  names 
are  unknown  to  the  Flaintiffsi  to  establish  a  Company  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  hanking  business  at  Constanti- 
Ttople  and  in  London,  which  Company  is  intended  to  be 
formed  under  the  style  of  the  Imperial  Bank  of  Turkey, 
and  that  the  Turkish  QoTemm^t  has»  at  the  instance 
of  the  Ottoman  Banky  agreed  to  grant  to  them  a  con- 
cession for  these  purposes,  together  with  the  sole  and 
exclusive  privilege  of  issuing  paper  and  bank-notes,  to 
be  a  legal  tender  within  the  TurHih  dominions;  and 
that  a  concession  with  such  sole  and  exclusive  privil^e 
as  aforesaid,  has  been  already  granted  by  the  Govemm^t, 
conferring  the  same  privileges  as  were  conferred  by  the 
grant  to  the  Pkintiffik 

I  do  not  think,  in  the  view  1  take  of  the  case,  that  it 
is  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  first  grant  has  been 
annulled  or  not  by  subsequent  proceedings.  I  will  assume 
that  it  is  still  in  force,  and  that  a  second  grant  has  been 
made  inconsistent  with  it,  by  the  same  Sovereign  power 
which  granted  the  first.  Suppose  there  was  an  Act  of 
Parliament  grantmg  to  the  Bank  of  EngUmd  the  exclusive 
right  of  issuing  bank  notes  which  should  be  a  legal  tender 
throughout  the  country ;  and  suppose  another  Act  of  Par- 
liament was  passed  which  granted  the  same  privileges  to 
some  other  Company.  In  such  a  case  as  that,  this  Court 
could  not  possibly  interfere.  It  is  not  as  it  was  put  in 
argument,  that  individuals  are  to  be  protected  in  breaking 
the  law,  with  the  assistance  of  foreign  authority,  and  by 
force  of  the  grant  of  a  foreign  sovereign ;  but  that  those  who 
depend  upon  the  grant  of  a  foreign  sovereign  cannot  obtain 
the  aid  of  this  Court  against  the  act  of  the  foreign  sovereign 
in  making  a  second  grant  inconsistent  with  the  first.  It  is 
the  act  of  a  foreign  sovereign  power  which  overrides  every- 
thing. In  reading  the  oharges  of  firaud  or  impropriety 
contained  in  the  thirty-fourth  paragraph,  viz.,  that  the 
Defendants  concocted  a  scheme  for  obtaining  a  concession 
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from  the  Turkish  Government,  one's  mind  ia  brought  back         i^- 
to  those  cases  in  which  this  Court  has  been  asked  to  restrain 
persons  from  applying  for  an  Act  of  Parliament  inconsist- 
ent with  some  rights  vested  in  the  Plaintifife.     The  Court         

always  says,  it  cannot  interfere  to  prevent  persons  from  ap-      JudffmefU. 
plying  to  the  Legislature,  the  sovereign  power,  to  grant 
anything  they  please ;  nor  is  it  competent  to  this  Court  to 
restrain  any  gentleman  from  applying  to  the  Sultan  of 
Turkey  for  a  concession,  any  more  than  I  could  restrain 
them  from  applying  to  our  own  Legislature  for  an  Act 
of  Parliament ;  nor,  after  the  grant  is  made,  can  I  inter- 
fere to  prevent  them  from  using  the  grant  made  by  the 
same  sovereign  authority.    I  cannot  conceive  where  ap- 
plications of  this  description    would    end,  if  they  were 
once  acceded  to.    Railroad  concessions  would  come  within 
the   same  principle.    Assuming,  for  the  sake  of   argu- 
ment^ that  the  Bill  sufficiently  avers  that  the   conces- 
sion to  the  Plaintifis  has  never  been  revoked,  or,  if  we  sup- 
pose in  an  analogous  case,  that  our  Legislature  has  made 
two  inconsistent  enactments,  has  granted  the  right  to  one 
English  railway  company  to  make  a  railway  from  one 
place  to  another,  and  has  afterwards  granted  the  same 
right  to  a  second  railway  company,  how  could  I  restrtubot 
that  second  railway  company  from  constructing  the  rail- 
way ?    I  might  go  much  further,  and  take  the  case  of  a 
country  like  Turkey,  or  any  other  sovereign  power  which 
might  choose  to  give  to  English  merchants  in  general  the 
sole  right  of  trading  to  any  port  of  their  dominions;  could 
the  AtUytmey- General  of  this  country  proceed  against  some 
Italian  or  Frenchman  residing  in  this  country,  and  sub- 
ject to  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court,  to  prevoit  him  from 
sending  a  ship  to  that  country?     It  seems  to  me  it  is 
impossible  to  hold,  that  this  Court  has  jurisdiction  to 
interfere  with  any  step  which  the  Ottoman  Government 
may  take  in  this  matter  according  to  its  own  sole  will 
and  discretion.    Therefore  I  am  bound  to  allow  the  de- 


murrers. 


514 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 


1868. 

No9.  2nd. 

Practice—  An- 

twer — /)i«- 

covery. 

The  rnle,  that 
a  Defendant 
who  electa  to 
answer  must 
answer  fully, 
though  Bubjeot 
to  certain  speci- 
fied exceptions, 
applies  to  a 
caec  where  the 
defence  con- 
sists of  a 
pleadable  point 
not  pleaded, 
and  where  tho 
discoTery, 
assuming  the 
oaeo  made  b  j 
the  Bill  and 
denied  by  the 
answer  to  be 
substantiated, 
would  or 
might  bo  ma- 
terial to  the 
relief  to  be  oV 
taincd  at  the 
Hearing. 


SWABEY  V.  SUTTON. 

X  HE  Bill  stated^  that,  upon  the  marriage  of  the  £Ekther  and 
mother  of  the  Plaintiff^  two  indentures  of  settlement,  dated 
on  or  about  the  16th  June,  1829,  were  executed,  settling 
certain  large  sums  for  the  benefit  of  the  parents  for  their 
respective  lives,  with  remainder  for  the  benefit  of  their 
children  in  the  usual  way. 

It  further  stated,  that  the  Defendants  Robert,  James; 
WiUiam,  and  Wadham  Sutton,  had  been  appointed  and 
were  trustees  of  these  settlements^  and  had  received  consi- 
derable sums  of  money  in  respect  thereof,  which  or  some 
part  thereof  were  then  in  their  hands  subject  to  the  trusts 
of  the  settlements. 

The  ordinary  interrogatories  were  founded  on  these  al- 
legations, and  the  Defendants  above  named  were  called 
upon  to  set  forth  an  account  of  all  moneys  come  to  their 
hands  subject  to  the  said  trusts. 

The  Defendants  twice  applied  for  and  obtained  further 
time  to  answer ;  and  on  the  Slst  July,  1863,  they  filed  a 
joint  and  several  answer,  in  which  they  stated  that  there 
was  no  such  indenture  as  that  stated  in  the  Bill ;  and  they 
set  forth  an  indenture,  dated  19th  March,  1829,  which,  as 
they  stated,  was  the  settlement  made  upon  the  mar- 
riage of  the  Plaintiffii'  parents,  and  of  which  Robert 
and  James  Sutton  and  one  FhiMpctta  were  the  trustees. 
Under  the  trusts  of  that  deed  the  fund  was  settled  upon 
the  Plaintifis*  mother  for  life,  with  remainder  among  her 
children,  as  she  and  her  husband  or  the  survivor  should 
appoint,  and  in  default  of  appointment  equally. 

The  answer  then  stated  the  death  of  the  husband,  with- 
out having  made  any  joint  appointment^  and  that  the  widow, 
on  the  Slst  July,  1863,  had  executed  an  irrevocable  ap- 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


615 


pointment  of  the  entire  fund,  absolutely  excluding  the 
PlaintiflF. 

The  Defendants  submitted,  that,  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  Plaintiffis  had  no  interest  in  the  settled  fund, 
and  that  thej  were  not  bound  to  set  forth  any  account 

To  this  answer  the  Plaintiffs  excepted. 

After  the  exceptions  had  been  filed,  but  before  they  were 
argued,  the  Defendants  Robert  and  James  SvMon  died ; 
but  all  parties  agreed  that  the  exceptions  should  be  argued 
as  if  they  had  been  exceptions  to  the  answer  of  WUliam 
and  Wadham  Sutton  merely. 


1863. 


Mr.  Angdo  Lewis  for  the  exceptions: — 

The  Defendants  not  having  pleaded  that  we  have  no 
interest,  must  answer  as  if  we  had  established  our  claim  : 
Reade  v.  Woodroffe  (a). 

The  appointment  which  they  set  up  to  defeat  us  was 
not  executed  till  after  they  had  twice  obtained  time  to 
answer :  Lynch  v.  Lecesne  (5). 

Mr.  Eolt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  for  the  answer  : — 

Part  of  the  exception  must  certainly  be  overruled,  there- 
fore it  must  all  be  so. 

The  ViCE-CnANCELLoa — That  used  to  be  so  in  cases 
of  impertinence,  not  of  insufficiency. 

Mr.  Roll. — Here  we  deny  two  different  points,  and  must 
have  pleaded  both ;  but  double  pleading  is  not  allowed  in 
equity.  We  say,  1  st.  There  is  no  such  settlement ;  2ndly, 
The  Plaintiff  has  no  interest  under  any  settlement. 

We  are  not  called  upon  to  answer  when  the  discovery,  if 
supplied,  would  be  inconsistent  with  the  Plaintiff's  case: — 
De  la  Rue  v.  Dickinson  (c). 

(a)  24  Beav.  421.       {b)  1  Hare,  626.      (c)  3  K.  &  J.  388. 
VOL.  I.  MM 
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Judgment 


IMS.  ViCE-CHAJfCELLOR  SiR  W.   PAQE  WoOD  :— 


The  old  rule  was  very  strict,  that  a  Defendant  who  elects 
to  answer  must  answer  fully:  this  has  been  dispensed  with 
where  it  has  been  seen  plainly  that  the  point  raised  is  one 
which  must  be  determined  at  the  Hearing ;  and  that 
the  discovery  will  be  unnecessary  for  the  purpose  of  the 
Hearing,  and  useless  if  the  decision  be  in  one  way ;  and 
in  a  case  (a)  where  there  was  a  prim&  facie  right  to  an 
account,  but  it  was  evident  that  the  result  of  the  account 
would  not  affect  the  question  to  be  decided  at  the  Hearing, 
I  have  refused  to  enforce  the  discovery :  and  the  same 
course  has  been  taken  in  cases  like  Adams  v.  Fisher  (6), 
where  a  mere  creditor  claimed  to  have  a  discovery  of  the 
title  deeds  of  the  testator's  whole  estate,  and  the  Court 
refused  to  permit  him  to  do  so.  But  this  is  a  totally  dif- 
ferent case,  and  I  see  no  reason  for  taking  it  out  of  the 
general  rule. 

If  you  choose  to  rest  on  a  short  point,  you  must  do  so  by 
plea;  or  if  not,  you  must  answer  ;  but  then  you  must  meet 
the  way  in  which  the  Plaintiff  puts  his  case,  and  must  an- 
swer fully  everything  which,  if  answered  according  to  his 
view,  would  assist  him  at  the  Hearing.  Here  the  Plaintiff 
says,  he  is  not  aware  of  the  exact  nature  of  the  instrument, 
but  he  gives  its  date  approximately,  and  then  inquires 
of  the  Defendants  whether  they  have  not  received  moneys  in 
respect  of  that  indenture,  or  of  some  other  and  what  inden- 
ture, fta,  in  the  usual  terms :  and  they  say  "  there  is  no  such 
indenture ; "  (but  then  there  is  an  indenture  something  like 
it,  under  which  the  Plaintiff  takes  an  interest) :  then  they 
proceed  to  say,  that,  after  the  father's  death,  the  mother  made 
a  will,  by  which  she  excluded  the  Plaintiff  from  all  interest 
in  this  fund ;  and  that  since  the  Bill  was  filed  she  has  exe- 
cuted a  deed  having  the  same  effect.  That  would  require 
much  examination  at  the  Hearing.      It  is  clear  I  cannot 


(o)  See  nexl  case. 


(b)  3  My.  &  Cr.  526. 
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listen  to  a  statement  that  there  is  no  such  indenture:  a  mere 
mistake  of  the  date  will  not  deprive  the  Plaintiflf  of  his 
right  to  discovery,  the  Defendants  not  denying  that  they 
were  trustees  of  some  indenture ;  and  although  they  proceed 
to  set  out  an  indenture  which  does  not  contain  their  names, 
they  do  not  pledge  their  oath  that  they  are  not  trustees. 

It  seems  to  me,  that,  under  these  circumstances,  the  Plain* 
tiff  is  entitled  to  have  an  answer  to  his  interrogatory.  It 
would  have  been  exceedingly  easy  to  have  traversed  the  alle- 
gations in  the  Bill  if  the  facts  allowed  it 


1863. 

SWABBT 

V. 

Sutton. 
Judgment. 


LETT  u  PARRY  (a). 

JL  HIS  was  the  hearing  of  a  number  of  exceptions  to  the 
answer  of  the  Defendant 

The  Plaintiff  was  a  London  solicitor^  who  had  acted  as 
town  agent  of  the  Defendant  (a  country  solicitor),  both 
before  and  since  the  date  of  the  agreement  referred  to  in 
the  Bill. 

The  Bill  stated  that  a  large  sum  of  money  being  due  to 
the  Plaintiff  on  his  agency  bills,  he  brought  actions  for  the 
purpose  of  recovering  the  same;  and  that  such  actions 
were  compromised  by  an  agreement,  whereby  the  Plaintiff 
agreed  to  accept  a  sum  much  less  than  that  claimed ;  and 
that  in  consideration  therefor  the  Defendant  agreed  to  give 
the  Plaintiff  the  whole  of  his  London  agency,  and  to  dis- 
continue the  employment  of  all  other  agents,  and  not  himself 
to  act  as  a  London  solicitor,  either  on  his  own  account  or 
as  agent  for  others ;  and  particularly  to  close  an  office  in 
Serjeant's  Inn,  Fleet  Street,  where  he  had   previously 


(a)  This  seems  to  be  the  case 
referred  to  by  his  Honour  in 
Swahey  v.    SuUon^  ante^  p.  516. 

M  M  2 


See    also    Manstll    v.    Fetney^ 
2  J.  &  H.  320. 


1861. 

Nov.  ^th. 
Pleading — 
Exceptions — 
Bigfit  to 
Account. 
Where  the  Bill 
prays  alterna- 
tive relief,  and 
the  Plaintiff 
would  only  be 
entitled  to  the 
discovery  asked 
for  under  one 
of  the  alterna- 
tives, which  is 
not  the  one 
principally 
relied  on  by  the 
Bill,  and  the 
information  de« 
sired  could  not 
be  material  for 
the  purpose  of 
determining 
to  which  of 
such  alterna- 
tives the  Plain- 
tiff is  entitled, 
such  discovery 
will  not  be 
compelled  be- 
fore the  Hear- 
ing. 
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transacted  business  as  a  London  solicitor  on  his  own 
behalf. 

The  Bill  then  assigned  various  breaches  of  the  said  agree- 
ment, particularly  by  the  transaction  of  business  at  the  said 
office  in  Serjeant's  Inn,  and  prayed  that  the  agreement 
might  be  put  an  end  to,  and  the  parties  remitted  to  their 
original  rights ;  or  if  not,  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  de- 
clared entitled  to  be  paid  for  all  business  transacted  by 
the  Defendant  in  Serjeant's  Inn,  or  for  him  by  any  other 
London  agent,  as  if  he  (the  Plaintiff)  had  acted  as  such  agent 
in  the  said  business,  and  for  an  account  of  such  business. 

The  interrogatories^  amongst  other  things,  asked  for  this 
account.  The  Defendant^  by  his  answer,  submitted  that 
he  was  not  bound  to  set  forth  the  accounts;  and  such  refusal 
was  the  subject  of  the  third  of  these  exceptions. 


Argument.         Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  E,  Miller,  for  the  ex- 
ceptions. 

Mr.  Hitgh  Williams,  for  the  answer. 


Judgment.         Vice-Chancei.lor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood,  after  allowing 
the  other  exceptions,  said — 

As  to  the  third  exception,  the  Plaintiff  has  shown  a 
prima  facie  right  to  the  account  asked  for ;  but  it  is  plain 
that  the  information,  if  supplied,  could  be  of  no  use  to  him 
before  the  Hearing. 

If  he  succeed  in  the  suit,  he  must  obtain  one  of  two 
decrees: — Either  the  agreement  will  be  then  rescinded, 
in  which  case  he  will  not  be  interested  in  this  business  at 
all ;  or  else  the  account  he  now  desires  will  be  directed  by 
the  decree.    In  neither  case  can  he  want  this  discovery  now. 

Neither  allow  nor  overrule  this  exception. 
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In  Re  HAMPSTEAD  JUNCTION  RAILWAY,  ^"'-  '^'*- 

•»-i     -r>  T%-*T^T7-  Lands  Clauses 

Ex  Parte  BUCK.  Aet,\s45,ss.so, 

T92f~~Apporium' 
HIS  was  a  motion  to  vary  the  certificate  of  Mr.  Bloxam,   mentof  Ground- 

^  '      rtnU—CosU, 

made  under  the  common  order  for  the  taxation  of  a  land-    ..,,      ,,  ^ . 

Where  there  it 

owner's  bill  of  costs  as  against  the  Hampstead  Junction    «  bargain  be- 

RaUway  Company,  '  ground  land- 

lord of  houses 

The  Petitioners  in  this  case  were  owners  of  the  freehold  ^ouna-fent* 

of  a  number  of  small  houses  in  Kentish  Town,  the  sites  of  i»^  *  Railway 

Company  who 

which  had  been  let  for  building  by  a  lease  reserving  an  have  taken  some 

.  J  .  of  the  honso^i 

aggregate  ground-rent  ^r  the  pay- 

ment  of  com- 

The  Hampstead  Junction  Railway  Company  obtained  P«n»ation  at 

their  Act  in  the  Session  of  1853,  and  they  had,  as  they  purchase  on 

required  some  of  these  houses  for  the  purposes  of  their  the  houses 

undertaking,  served  the  owners  with   the  usual  notices  S^appOTttonbg 

prior  to  their  application  for  a  Bill.  *^«  ground- 

*  *^*^  rents  between 

the  houses 

Thereupon  the  Petitioners  opposed  the  Bill  in  Parlia-  taken  and  those 
ment;  but  the  opposition  was  afterwards  withdrawn  in  con-  p\y,[bfeby  the 
sequence  of  an  agreement,  dated  August  19th,  1853,  and  ^^l^^l^^^ 

come  to  between  the  agents  of  the  parties.  Clauses  Con- 

solidation Act, 

This  agreement  was  in  the  following  terms: —  Semhie,\hey 

would  have 

"At  the  close  of  the  Session  of  Parliament  in  1853,  been  so  payable 

had  the  matter 

when  the  Petitioners  were  opposing  this  Bill  in  the  House  come  under 
of  Lords  at  the  last  day  of  the  Session,  the  following  agree-  ^  *'  *'  ®^* 
ment  was  entered  into  between  Mr.  La/ngley,  the  solicitor 
for  the  freeholders,  and  Mr.  Tite,  the  surveyor  on  behalf  of 
the  Company : — 

"  It  is  agreed  between  William  Henry  Langley  and 
William  Tite,  Esquires,  the  first  on  behalf  of  Mr.  Buck,  and 
the  latter  on  behalf  of  the  Hampstead  and  City  Junction! 
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1868.  Compomf,   that  the  Company  shall  pay  for  property  re- 
in MB  Hamp-  quired  a  sum  equalling  thirty-five  years'  purchase  on  the 
TioNRAttWiLT  ground-rent;  all  questions  of  collateral  damage  to  the  estate 
Ex  PABTB  and  value  of  reversion  (if  any),  to  be  decided  by  arbitration 

or  a  jury,  as  Mr.  Buck  may  prefer ;  Mr.  Buck's  costs,  not 

Staim^nt.  ^^^^^^^^  ££00,  to  be  paid  by  the  Company.    The  Com- 
pany not  to  use  the  arches  for  storing  manure  or  coals." 

The  costs  referred  to  in  the  agreement  were  the  costs  of 
the  Parliamentary  opposition. 

In  order  to  carry  out  this  agreement,  it  became  necessary 
to  apportion  the  ground-rents  between  the  houses  taken  by 
the  Company  and  those  not  so  taken;  and,  in  making  this 
apportionment,  the  Petitioners  incurred  considerable  costs, 
the  principal  item  being  a  sum  of  <f  21  paid  to  their  surveyors 
as  a  fee  for  their  services.  The  apportionment  was  embodied 
in  a  deed  to  which  the  Company  was  a  party,  wherein  the 
various  houses  taken  by  the  Company,  and  the  appor- 
tioned part  of  the  ground-rents  attributed  to  such  houses, 
were  specified  in  detail  in  a  schedule. 

This  deed  contained  the  following  clause: — 

"  And  it  is  hereby  further  declared  and  agreed,  that  the 
said  Company  shall  bear  and  pay  all  and  singular  the 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  and  incident  to  the  prepa- 
ration of  these  presents  and  the  execution  hereof  by  the 
several  parties  hereto." 

The  solicitors  of  the  Petitioners  delivered  to  the  Com- 
pany a  bill  of  costs,  including  all  the  charges  and  expenses 
aforesaid,  which  the  Company  declined  to  pay,  on  the 
ground  that  they  were  not  costs  incident  to  the  preparation 
of  the  deed.  Thereupon,  the  ordinary  petition  was  pre- 
sented by  the  landowners  for  taxation  of  the  bill  as  against 
the  Company,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act ;   and  on  the  24th  of 


e> 
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March^  1863,  the  common  order  for  taxation  was  made  at        186S. 
theEoUfl.  InkbHamp- 

8TBAD   JONO- 

The  Taxing  Master  disallowed  all  the  costs  of  the  ap-  mohRailwat, 

®  ,  ^  Ex  PABTB 

portionment,  except  the  mere  costs  of  drawing,  settling,        Buck. 
engrossing,  and  executing  the  deed  itself.  SkOemnL 

This  motion  was  now  made  by  way  of  appeal  from  such 
disallowance. 


Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  H.  Cdt,  for  the  motion :—     Argument. 

The  question  is,  are  the  costs  of  apportionment  costs  of 
conveyance  within  the  meaning  of  the  82nd  section  of  the 
Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act  ? 

The  sale,  including  this  apportionment,  was  carried  out 
by  agreement  under  the  provisions  of  sect  119  ;  therefore 
the  costs  are  governed  by  sect  82,  not  by  sect  80. 

It  does  not  appear  why  there  should  be  so  much  dif- 
ference as  there  is  in  the  verbiage  of  these  sections ;  but  still 
the  object  of  the  Act  is  clear,  and  that  is  to  indemnify  the 
landowner  completely. 

The  agreement  was  entered  into  to  obviate  parliamentary 
opposition,  and  there  was  not  time  then  to  determine  the 
amount  of  the  ground-rents ;  but  the  agreement  must  be 
taken  to  have  contemplated  that  this  would  be  deter- 
mined, as  it  provides  for  the  payment  of  thirty-five  years' 
purchase  of  such  amount;  therefore,  the  costs  of  such  de- 
termination, principally  surveyors*  charges,  are  clearly 
included  in  the  agreement;  yet  they  are  all  disallowed^ 
and  the  mere  costs  of  the  deed  of  apportionment  allowed. 

There  were  forty  separate  leasehold  tenants  to  deal  with* 

The  costs  of  preparing  the  schedule  are  properly  costs 
of  preparing  the  deed^  which  would  have  been  useless  with- 
out this  schedule. 


Buck. 
Argument 
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1868.  [They  referred  to  Re  Spoonei^s  Estate  (a),  Lake  v.  Eastern 

Ik  be  Hamp-    Counties  JRaUway  Company  (6).] 

STBAD  Junc- 
tion Railway, 
Ex  PABTB         Sir  Hugh  Cairns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Speed,  contra : — 

The  bill  of  costs  properly  begins  with  the  abstract 

Sup^se,  in  an  ordinary  case  of  sale,  the  vendor  found 
it  necessary  to  have  a  valuation  made  in  order  to  get  at 
the  proper  consideration  money,  could  it  be  said  that  the 
expenses  of  the  valuation  were  costs  of  conveyance  ? 

The  state  of  the  relations  between  landlord  and  tenant  is 
nothing  to  the  Bailway  Company,  who  are  going  to  take 
possession  of  the  land;  this  is  merely  a  controversy  to 
settle  the  amount  of  the  consideration ;  if  the  vendor  em- 
ployed surveyors  it  was  for  his  own  benefit. 

There  is  a  good  reason  for  the  distinction  between  s.  80 
and  s.  82  of  the  Act : 

The  former  section  deals  with  persons  unable  or  unwilling 
to  contract,  and  th^  Legislature  has  said, '  if  you  take  a 
man's  land  by  force,  you  must  pay  all  the  costs  arising  out 
of  the  transaction;'  but  s.  82  relates  to  purchases  by  agree- 
ment, where  the  vendor  can  make  his  own  terms,  or,  if  he 
go  before  a  jury,  can  urge  any  incidental  expenses  before 
the  jury  as  a  ground  for  increase  of  compensation ;  therefore 
the  Act  only  provides  ordinary  costs  in  this  case. 

Then,  as  to  the  special  agreement.  The  words  "  of  and 
incident  to  the  preparation  of  the  deed  *'  mean  the  ordinary 
professional  costs  of  the  vendor's  solicitor.  The  costs  now 
in  question  are  not  costs  incident  to  the  preparation  of  the 
deed,  but  costs  of  arriving  at  certain  conclusions  of  fact 
which  are  to  be  recited  in  the  deed. 

In  Re  South  Wales  Railway  Company  (c),  the  costs  of 
obtaining  a  conveyance  from  an  infant  were  refused. 

(a)  1  K.  &  J.  220.  (ft)  19  L.  T.  323.        (c)  14  Beav.  418. 
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Mr.  Oiffard  in  reply. — It   cannot  be  meant  that  the         1863. 
things  specified  in  s.  119  shall  in  all  cases  be  done,  and  yet    ik  bb  Hamp- 
the  owner  shall  not  have  the  costs  of  doing  so.  wonRailwI^ 

Ex  PABTB 

No  solicitor  could  take  upon  himself  to  prepare  such  a        Buck. 

schedule  as  this.  Argument. 


Vice-Chancellok  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:— 

This  case  turns  on  the  difference  between  the  expense       Judgment 
of  ascertaining  the  thing  to  be  conveyed  and  the  expense 
of  conveyance. 

I  do  not  see  in  what  way  I  can  give  any  costs  under 
s.  82,  which  are  not  costs  of  or  incidental  to  the  conveyance. 
But  the  conveyance  is  a  perfectly  distinct  thing  from  that 
which  is  to  be  conveyed,  and  from  preliminary  negotiations. 
The  conveyance  begins  when  you  have  ascertained  what 
is  to  be  conveyed,  and  then  the  provision  of  the  Act  is, 
that  the  Company  are  to  pay  the  costs  of  verifying  the  title 
and  the  expenses  of  conveyance. 

Suppose,  for  instance,  it  had  been  necessary  to  make  a 
map  of  this  land  for  the  purpose  of  annexing  it  to  the 
deed,  that  would  have  been  an  expense  of  conveyance.  So 
in  the  case  of  a  schedule,  the  preparation  of  a  draft  sche- 
dule is  a  proper  expense  of  conveyance,  and  so  also  is  the 
necessary  expense  of  ascertaining  that  such  draft  is  correct. 
For  example,  if  the  solicitor  who  prepared  this  deed  had 
requested  the  surveyor  to  look  over  the  schedule  and  see 
that  it  properly  represented  the  apportionment,  I  should 
have  considered  the  surveyor's  charges  for  so  doing  pro- 
perly included  in  the  expenses  of  conveyance. 

As  regards  the  Act,  I  think  Mr.  Speeds  a  explanation  the 
right  one.     Section  82  deals  simply  with  the  legal  ex- 
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1863.  penses  of  making  title  and  conveying  the  property,  taking 
In  bb  Hamp-  these  expenses  in  their  largest  sense,  but  not  with  any 
TioN  rIulw^   ^^^*®  ^^  ascertaining  what  that  is  which  is  to  be  put  into 

Ex  PABTB      the  document. 
Buck. 

Judgment,  If  the  parties  cannot  agree,  they  go  before  a  jury,  and  the 

vendor  can  make  any  use  he  pleases  of  any  such  expenses 
as  these  for  the  purpose  of  inducing  the  jury  to  give  him  a 
larger  sum  as  compensation.  In  that  way  this  gentleman 
might  have  had  all  these  expenses.  Section  80,  on  the 
other  hand,  does  not  apply  except  where  there  is  inability 
to  convey,  or  the  Company  are  compelling  an  unwilling 
owner  to  part  with  his  land ;  and  then,  of  course,  the  parties 
can  do  nothing  by  agreement,  and  the  Company  must  be 
the  sole  actors  and  pay  all  expenses. 

Whether  the  Taxing  Master  has  or  not  disallowed 
anything  which  is  covered  by  this  judgment,  I  do  not  know : 
if  the  surveyor  has  been  allowed  for  looking  over  the  deed 
and  seeing  that  the  schedule  was  correct,  that  would  be  right, 
but  I  cannot  allow  anything  more  than  this.  If  the  parties 
think  it  worth  while,  I  will  refer  the  matter  back  to  the 
Taxing  Master  with  this  expression  of  opinion ;  but  it  is 
for  them  to  consider  whether  the  best  plan  would  not  be 
to  let  the  matter  rest  where  it  is. 


It  was  ultimately  arranged  that  there  should  be  no  order 
on  the  motion  for  costs  or  otherwise. 
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THORNTON  v.  M*KEWAN.  ^<^'  nth. 

1  HIS  was  the  Hearing  of  a  cause  instituted  under  the  fol-   ^i^l^^ 
lowing  circumstances : —  J":^"**^/? . 

The  Defendant  was  one  of  the  registered  public  officers  taJlenatLaw^ 
of  the    London   and    County   Joint    Stock    Bankmg      Sma^!^ 
Company,  and  was  sued  on  behalf  of  the  Company.  Where  a 

limited  gna- 

In  the  month  of  July,  1856,  the  PlaintiflF  gave  to  the  ^^ei,^;;;^^'^^ 
Defendant,  on  behalf  of  the  Company,  the  following  letter  ^'™^"  ^^ 

of  guarantee : —  the  guarantee, 

who  afterwards 

•'  L(md(m,  July  23rd,  1856.  [h^wut^c? 

"To  the  London  and  County  Bank.  debSw^a^^i- 

''In  consideration  of  your  advancing  to  Mr.  Edmund  raatorisen- 

SmUh  the  sum  of  <£^5000,  from  time  to  time,  as  he  may  ^n^t  oU 

require,  I  hereby  guarantie  and  hold  you  harmless  from  P'^P®'?!?"!^ 

any  loss  that  may  arise  to  you  in  consequence  of  such  dividend  on 

advances ;  and  this  shall  be  to  you  a  continuing  guarantie  gi^l^ti^, 

to  tlie  extent  of  £6000.  L'^'That'tS^' 

"James  Thornton/'      ^/paiddebt 

greaUy  exceeds 
,  the  amount  of 

At  this  time  Smith  was  indebted  to  the  Bank  in  a  sum  such  guaranty. 

exceeding  £18,000,  and  this  fact  was  known  to  the  Plain-      Where,  in 
°  such  a  case, 

tin.  the  guarantee 

has  recovered 

Smith  died  in  the  course  of  the  year  1857,  and  his  guarantied'iT 
estate  was  the  subject  of  a  creditors'  suit  of  Gray  v.  Simth.  *°  ^HTk 
Under  the  decree  in  that  suit,  the  Bank  were  admitted  guarantor,  the 
to  prove  as  creditors  for  the  sum  of  £50,Qi5  :  0  :  5,  upon  utter  to  file  a 
which  they  received  dividends  at  the  rate  of  8a.  9d  in  the  ^^^t^^ 
£1,  amounting  in  all   to  the   sum  of  £22,157  :  8  :  11,  payment  to 

.  *'  htm  of  sach 

leavmg  a  balance  of  j^28,487  :  16  :  6  due  to  them.  dividends,  is 

not  harred  hy 
the  fact  that  he  might  have  pleaded  a  set-off  to  that  extent  in  the  action,  and  omitted  to  do  so. 

Such  a  claim  is  not  a  "  mere  money  demand  "  within  the  meaning  of  the  principle  which 
excludes  suits  for  damages  merely. 


626 


•  1862. 
Thobkton 
M'Ebwaic. 
Statement. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

It  was  admitted  that  £60,645  :  0  :  5  represented  the 
whole  of  the  debt  due  from  Smith  to  the  Bank,  guarantied 
and  unguarantied. 

In  the  month  of  June,  1861,  the  Defendant,  on  behalf  of 
the  Bank,  commenced  an  action  against  the  Plaintiff,  on 
his  guaranty,  and  recovered  jg500Q  and,  .CQsta^  which  was 
duly  paid. 

The  Plaintiff  stated  that  he  did  not  then  know  that  any 
dividend  had  been  received  from  Smith' ^  estate. 

In  the  month  of  December,  1861,  the  Plaintiff's  solicitor 
wrote  to  the  solicitors  of  the  Bank,  claiming  the  dividends 
paid  and  to  be  paid  in  respect  of  £5000,  part  of  their  debt 
of  «f  50,000,  as  having,  under  the  circumstances,  become 
due  to  him. 

To  this  the  solicitors  of  the  Bank  returned  the  following 
reply:— 

"  Dear  Sir, — Tour  client  guarantied  the  London  a/nd 
County  Bank  against  loss  in  respect  of  advances  to 
Edmvmd  Smith,  to  the  extent  of  JP6000.  After  giving 
credit  for  the  dividends  received  upon  their  debt,  the  Bank 
are  still  creditors  for  much  more  than  £5000.  We  are  at 
a  loss  to  apprehend  the  ground  of  your  client's  claim,  and 
will  appear  for  the  Bank  to  any  process  which  you  may 
think  fit  to  issue. 

"  Your  obedient  servants, 

"  Wilkinson,  Stevens  &  Wilkinson." 
This  Bill  was  then  filed. 

The  Defendant  filed  a  voluntary  answer,  submitting — . 

1.  That  the  guaranty  was  originally  n^eant  to  cover, 
and  did  cover,  all  losses  of  the  Bank  in  respect  of  Smith's 
account,  subject  only  to  the  limitation  that  not  more  than 
£5000  was  to  be  recovered  upon  it 
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2.  That  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  ever  had  any  such  right  as 
that  claimed,  had  lost  his  remedy  by  delays;  and, 

3.  That  such  right,  if  it  existed,  might  have  been  en- 
forced by  a  plea  of  set-off  in  the  action ;  and  that,  not 
having  been  so  enforced,  this  Court  would  not  now 
interfere. 


1862. 


Statement, 


Mr.    Giffardy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagahaiue,  for  the  Plain-      Argmwnt 
tiff:—  

t. 

The  fact  that  the  defence  was  not  taken  in  the  action 

does  not  prevent  us  from  taking    it  here:    Daviea  v. 
Stairibank  (a). 

The  substantial  point  at  issue  is  this:  This  is  not  a  guaran- 
ty against  all  advances,  but  is  limited  specially  to  .f  5000; 
and  we  say,  therefore,  '  whatever  dividend  the  Bank  have   \ 
received  on  their  whole  debt,  we  are  entitled  to  receive   ; 
back  from  them  on  the  £5000  which  tbey  have  recovered 
from  us  in  the  action  :'  the  Bank,  on  the  other  hand,  say   • 
*  you  are  a  surety  for  all  advances,  merely  limited  in  this 
way,  that  not  more  than  £5000  is  to  be  recovered  from 
you  on  the  guaranty.'     Our  view  is,  however,  the  one 
sanctioned  by  authority  in  Bankruptcy,  Ex  parte  Rush- 
forth  (6),  £x  parte  Holmes  (c),  Ex  parte  Hope  (d) : 

In  this  Court,  Faley  v.   Field  (e) : 

And  in  Courts  of  Law,  BardwelL  v.  LydaU  (f),  Raikes  v. 
Todd  (g) : 

And  in  Ex  parte  Hope  the  manner  of  avoiding  this  con- 
clusion is  shewn,  but  it  has  not  been  adopted  in  this  case. 
At  any  rate  we  have  a  right  to  secure  future  dividends. 


(a)  6  D.  M.  G.  679. 
lb)  10  Ves.  409. 
(c)  M.  &  Chit.  301. 


(d)  3  M.  D.  &  De  G.  720. 

(e)  12  Ves.  435. 
(/)  7  Bing.  489. 

(g)  8  Ad.  &  E.  846. 
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Sir  Hugh  Caime,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Henry  Stevens  (Mr. 
EoU,  Q.C.,  with  them),  for  the  Defendaot: — 

The  construction  of  the  guaranty  is  not  a  question  for 
this  Court.  The  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  set  up  this 
claim  as  a  set-off  in  the  action.  It  is  true,  he  says  he  did 
not  know  we  had  received  this  dividend,  and  it  is  possible 
that  he  had  not  clear  notice  that  we  had  actually  received 
the  money ;  but  it  abundantly  appears  that  he  knew  that 
such  dividends  had  been  declared,  for  he  does  not  dispute 
that  he  himself  was  a  large  creditor  of  Smith,  and  that 
he  has  proved  his  debt  in  the  very  same  suit  of  Oray  v. 
Smith,  or  that  he  has  received  dividends  on  that  debt  to 
the  amount  of  8^.  9(2.  in  the  £1. 

In  Duties  v.  Stainhamk  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  file 
a  Bill  ab  ante. 

In  PaUy  v.  Field  the  surety  had  paid  the  debt^  and  it 
was  necessary  for  him  to  file  a  Bill,  in  order  to  impress  a 
trust  upon  the  dividends  in  the  hands  of  persons  who  had 
proved,  because,  according  to  the  then  existing  Bankrupt 
Law,  the  holders  of  the  dividends  bad  a  legal  Parlia- 
mentary title.  In  this  case,  if  the  Plaintiff  has  any  right 
whatever,  it  is  to  a  demand  for  money  had  and  received, 
which  is  not  ground  for  supporting  a  Bill. 

[They  referred  to  Harrison  v.  Nettleship  (a).] 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


JvdgmenL        VICE-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PaQE  WoOD  : — 

On  the  question  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  or  not  entitled 
to  the  dividends  he  claims,  I  cannot  entertain  any  doubt 
On  the  authorities,  the  construction   of  this  guaranty  is 

(a)  2  M.  &  E.  423. 
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dear,  and  I  mngt  hold  that  the  dividends  must  be  ap- 
plied in  reduction  of  the  £6000  which  the  Plaintiff  would 
otherwise  be  liable  to  pay  to  the  Bank.  It  is  not  neces* 
sary  now  to  repeat  that  a  surety  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  all  that  the  principal  creditor  can  recover  without 
resorting  to  the  surety.  The  question  can  only  arise  on  a 
case  of  this  description,  where  there  is  a  large  general 
debt,  part  only  of  which  is  secured,  and  the  creditor  has 
received  a  sum  generally  in  part  payment  of  the  debt, 
which  still  leaves  more  than  the  secured  amount  due; 
then  a  question  may  arise  whether  the  creditor  is  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  whole  guaranty,  or  whether  he  must 
give  credit  for  a  proportional  part  of  what  he  has  received. 
This  point  has  been  more  than  once  before  the  Courts,  and 
has  been  decided  against  the  creditor;  and  I  cannot  hold 
that  there  is  any  thing  sufficiently  special  in  the  form  of 
this  guaranty  to  take  it  out  of  the  general  rule. 

The  only  question,  therefore,  that  remains  is,  whether 
or  not  the  Plaintiff  is  precluded  from  filing  a  Bill.  The 
Defendant  says  he  ought  to  have  availed  himself  of  this 
defence  at  law;  but  if  he  has  an  original  right  to  relief  in 
this  Court,  I  do  not  think  that  that  right  is  affected  by  his 
omitting  or  declining  to  submit  the  same  to  the  decision  of 
a  Court  of  Law.  I  take  the  rule  to  be,  that,  if  you  have  a 
substantial  equity,  you  may  come  here,  whether  you  have 
or  not  had  an  opportunity  of  pleading  the  same  matter  at 
law  (a).  Then  has  this  Plaintiff  any  equity  sufficient  to 
support  this  Bill  Any  person  who  has  paid  a  debt  for 
another  has  a  right  to  come  here  and  claim  to  stand  in 
the  place  of  the  original  creditor  against  the  estate  of  the 
principal  debtor ;  and  if  the  principal  creditor  has  received 
a  dividend  out  of  that  estate,  the  surety  has  a  right  to  be 
paid  that  dividend,  and  to  have  all  future  dividends  se- 


Judgment. 


(a)  See  Ewau  v.  Bremridge^  2  K.  &  J.  174,  affirmed  by  the  Lords 
Justices,  8  D.  M.  G.  100. 
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cured  for  him  in  this  Court,  and  I  think  that  he  is  en- 
titled to  file  a  Bill  at  once  if  there  be  any  future  divi- 
dends anticipated,  so  as  to  enable  him  to  stand  in  the  place 
of  the  creditor  against  the  estate  of  the  deceased  debtor  in 
respect  of  such  dividends:  but  if  he  has  such  an  inde- 
pendent right,  it  seems  to  follow  that  he  is  not  precluded 
from  enforcing  it  merely  because  he  did  not  choose  to 
plead  a  set  off;  of  course,  if  there  has  been  negligence ^ 
that  would  deprive  him  of  his  equity:  that  is  the  case  of 
Harrison  v.  NetUeship;  but  I  cannot  hold  that  there  has 
been  any  negligence  in  a  case  of  this  sort.  I  do  not  think 
it  would  have  effected  this  question,  even  if  the  Plaintiff 
had  known  that  the  Bank  had  received  these  dividends; 
it  was  for  them  to  inform  him  of  the  fact,  and  to  offer  to 
carry  the  amount  to  his  credit ;  but  I  am  not  satisfied  that 
such  knowledge  is  in  fact  brought  home  to  him.  I  give 
full  credit  to  his  statement,  that  he  did  not  know  that  these 
dividends  had  been  received.     The  case  stands  thus: — 

A  letter  is  written  to  him,  in  which  he  is  told  that  more 
than  £5000  will  remain  due  after  the  receipt  by  the  Bank 
of  everything  that  can  be  recovered  from  the  estate;  but  I 
cannot  hold  from  that  that  he  must  necessarily  have  sup- 
posed that  the  Bank  were  going  to  prove  for  that  £5000  ; 
he  might  very  well  have  imagined  that  the  Bank  would 
receive  his  £5000,  and  would  prove  merely  for  the  balance 
of  their  debt  (as  he  was  told  that  in  any  case  mote  than 
£5000  would  be  due),  and  I  do  not  think  that  there  was 
anything  necessarily  to  lead  him  to  the  belief  that  the  proof 
would  be  made  for  the  whola 

Besides,  when  the  estate  has  not  yet  been  finally  wound 
up,  I  think  this  Court  the  more  convenient  fonmi;  because 
a  proof  against  the  deceased's  estate  would  continue  operative 
until  the  estate  was  exhausted,  and  the  Plaintiff  might  there- 
fore well  determine  to  file  a  Bill  at  once  and  once  for  all, 
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instead  of  resorting  from  time  to  time,  as  dividends  were 
received,  to  proceedings  at  law.  There  must  be  a  decree  that 
the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  stand  in  the  place  of  the  Bank  in 
regard  to  all  dividends  received  or  to  be  received  in  re- 
spect of  the  ^5000,  part  of  the  larger  sum  for  which  the 
Bank  have  proved ;  and  the  Plaintiff  must  have  interest 
on  so  much  as  has  been  received  from  the  day  on  which 
demand  thereof  was  made ;  and  the  Bank  must  pay  the 
costs  of  this  suit. 


Some  discussion  ensued  as  to  the  rate  of  interest  to  be 
charged — and  the  Vice-Chancellor  held,  that,  if  interest 
had  been  recovered  in  the  action  at  law,  the  Defendant 
should  pay  interest  at  £5  per  cent. ;  but  it  appearing  that 
the  £5000  had  been  recovered  without  interest,  the  decree 
was  made  for  interest  at  £i  per  cent. 
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Julv  23rd. 

OROSSMAN     V.    THE     BRISTOL    AND     SOUTH    ,   .' .  . 
WALES    UNION    RAILWAY  COMPAKY.  c<mmu»umer, 

of  Sewert — 
^l\^-^  .        -  ...  .       ,      ^       23Hen.S,e,b 

1  HIS  was  a  motion  for  an  injunction  to  restram  the  De-  —3  &  4  wm,  4, 

fendants  "from  digging  up,  removing,  carrying  away,  or  Thiscrurt 

using,  for  the  purposes  of  their  undertaking  or  otherwise  hasjunsdic- 

howsoever,  any  of  the  deposit  of  chessel  or  beach  forming  tain  a  Bill  at 

the  mound  or  ridge  known  as  the  Ghesad  Mound,  or  any  cJfnf^s^on^rt 

part  of  the  chessel  or  beacli  on  the  banks  of  the  river  of  Sewynap. 

ts  •        1       1  1  1        *■  I>oiDted  under 

,  Severn,  m  the  district  known  as  the  Lower  Level,  in  the  23  Hen.  s,  c.5, 

County  of  Gloucester,**  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Com-  ing  that  such" 
missioners  of  Sewers  mentioned  in  the  Bill.  CommiBsioneni 

are  a  Court  of 
Record. 

The  Plaintiff  was  the  clerk  of  the  Commissioners  of     Where  a 

public  body 
are  intrusted 
bj  Act  of  Parliarnent  with  the  duty  of  executing  cerfatn  works,  this  Court  will  not,  in  general, 
receive  independeat  evidence  to  show  that  they  are  not  carrying  on  those  works  in  the  best 
manner. 

VOL.  I.  N   N 
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1868.         Sewers  appointed  for  the  district  known  as  the  ''  Lower 
Crommah      Levd  "  of  the  County  of  OUmcester. 

V, 

^HD^uTH^       Commissioners    of   Sewers  are    quasi-corporate  bodies, 
Walto  I'kion  appointed  in  pursuance  of  the  provbions  of  the  Act  of 
CoMPAmr.      23  Hen.   8,   c.    5,  by  which   their  rights  and  duties  are 
statement.      defined.     The  form  of  their  commission  is  prescribed  in 
and  by  the  said  Act  (a).     The  powers  and  privileges  of 
such    Commissioners  were   considerably  altered    and  en- 
larged by  Act«    of  Pariiament,  of  3  &   4  Edw.  6,  c.  8; 
13  Eliz.  a  9  ;  3  Jac.  1,  c.  14.;  and  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  22  (J). 
By  the  operation  of  these  Acts  the  Commissioners  are  a 
high  Court  of  Record,  with  power  of  making  laws  and 
constitutions,  and  of  issuing  writs  on  process  for  enforcing 
their  own  decrees ;  and  they  are  empowered  to  take  and 
hold  land,  and  construct  and  maintain  works  of  various 
kinds;  and  the  property  in  the  works  is  vested  in  them. 

By  Letters  Patent,  dated  19th  April,  1858,  a  body  of 
178  noblemen  and  gentlemen  were  appointed  such  Com- 
missioners for  the  district  in  question. 

This  district  is  of  very  great  value  and  extent,  and  re- 
quires considerable  protection  from  the  sea,  as  it  lies  very 
low,  and  a  great  part  thereof  would  (but  for  artificial  em- 
bankments and  beach  mounds)  be  liable  to  be  overflowed 
by  high  tides,  and  would  also  (but  for  a  system  of  sluices 
introduced  and  maintained  by  the  Commissioners  and  their 
predecessors  in  office)  be  liable  to  land  floods,  arising  from 
the  backing  up  of  the  land  drainage,  owing  to  the  rush  of 
the  tide  up  the  estuary  of  the  Severn, 

About  eight  miles  from  the  mouth  of  the  estuary  there 
i«  an  ancient  ferry,  called  "  The  New  Passage,"  and  an  arti- 
ficial sea  wall  runs  from  this  ferry  southwards  for  about 
three-quarters  of  a  mUe.  This  sea  wall  is  very  massive  and 
costly,  and  about  forty  years  ago  it  was  re-erected  of  solid 

(a)  88.  2,  3,  4.  (6)  88.  10,  19, 21,  24,  47. 
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masonry,  at  a  great  expense,  and  its  base  guarded  by  arti-         ^®*^- 
ficial  rocks  placed  at  its  foot,  so  as  to  secure  the  nucleus      Grossmax 
of  a  deposit  of  shingle  and  beach.     From  the  said  ferry    thbBbistol 
northwards  the  coast  is  protected  by  an  artificial  bank  of  ^v^^m^^jj 
earth,  which  is  itself  protected  by  a  natural  mound  of      Railway 
shingle,  known  as  the  Chessel  Mound. 

Close  to  the  said  ferry  a  large  tidal  sluice  under  the 
management  of  the  Commissioners^  called  the  Chessd  Pill 
Sluice,  runs  into  the  Severn,  and  part  of  the  operation  of 
the  Cheaad  Mound  is  to  protect  the  outlet  of  this  sluice 
from  the  action  of  the  sea.    One  of  the  ordinances  made 
by  the  Commissioners  under  their  statutory  powers  was  in 
the  following  terms :  "  That  no  person  or  persons  shall  re- 
move any  of  the  chessel  or  beach  between  the  sea  wall 
and  the  low-water  mark  of  the  river  Severn;  or  damage* 
deface,  or  remove  any  bridges^  gouts^  gates,  posts,  or  rails, 
or  any  notice  board  erected  or  placed  up  by  order  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Sewers  in  any  part  of  the  level,  or  any 
of  the  boundary  stones  or  landmarks  placed  op  the  sea 
wall  or  on  any  run  or  sewer  to  distinguish  Che  shares  of 
the  different  persons  liable  to  repair  or  cleanse  the  same 
wall,  run,  or  sewer;  or  wilfully  or  clanAwtinely  remove  any 
stones,  balk,  or  other  thing  placed  ia  front  of  the  sea  wall, 
for  the  preservation  thereof;  und^r  a  penalty  not  exceeding 
£6  above  the  value  of  the  property  removed  or  damaged, 
according  to  the  nature  and  degree  of  the  offence,  and  as 
the  Commissioners,  before  whom  any  complaint  shall  be 
made,  shall  in  their  discretion  think  fit." 

This  ordinance  is  still  in  force. 

In  the  yeaf  1847  Mr.  LewU,  of  St  Piefre,  the  then 
proprietor  of  the  soil  of  the  Cheaael  Mound,  and  lord  of 
the  manor  wherein  the  same  is  situate,  conveyed  certain 
lands  (including  the  Vheaad  Mound)  to  the  Bristol  and 
South  Wales  Junction  Railway  Company. 

N   N  2 
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1868.  A  small  portion  of  this  land  (including  part  of  the  bank 

CsoHMAif     of  Chesael  Pill,  but  no  part  of  the  Chesael  Mound,  was 

Thb  B&istol   ^^^  ^7  ^^^  Company  to  the  Commissioners. 
AND  South 
^Ra?  ^"*®^       This  Company  was  afterwards  dissolved^  and  the  greater 
CoMPANT.      portion  of  the  said  lands  (including  the  mound)  was  con- 
veyed by  them  to  the  Defendants,  who  claimed,  by  virtue 
of  these  conveyances,  to  be  the  owners  of  the  Chesael 
Mound. 

In  the  month  of  May,  1863,  the  Defendants,  under  such 
claim  of  ownership,  removed  a  portion  of  the  gravel  or 
shingle  of  the  mound,  for  the  purposes  of  their  line,  and 
thereupon  the  following  letter  was  written  to  their  contrac- 
tor by  the  Plaintiff's  firm : 

•'  Thornbwry,  5th  May,  1863. 
**  Sir. — It  having  been  reported  to  the  Court  of  Sewers 
that  a  considerable  quantity  of  chessel  or  l)each  be- 
tweeu  the  sea  wall  and  the  low-water  mark  of  the  Severn 
has  beeii  removed  by  you,  and  used  in  the  construc- 
tion of  the  pier  of  the  Bristol  and  South  WaUa  Union 
Railway,  we  beg  to  inform  you,  by  direction  of  the 
Court,  that  your  go  doing  is  a  violation  of  their  laws 
and  ordinances,  by  wVich  you  have  incurred  a  penalty  of 
£5,  and  that  in  case  of  its  recurrence  after  this  notice  the 
penalty  will  be  inflicted. 

**  We  are,  Sir,  your  obedient  servants, 

"Grossman  &  Lloyd." 

The  Defendants  thereupon,  on  the  22nd  June^  1863, 
applied,  by  their  engineer,  for  permission  to  take  gravel 
from  the  mound  for  certain  limited  specified  purposes  con- 
nected with  their  undertaking.  This  permission  was  re- 
fused, and  the  Plaintiff  personally  informed  the  solicitors  of 
the  Defendants  that  the  ground  of  refusal  was  that  the 
Commissioners  apprehended  danger  to  the  sea  wall  and 
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embankment  if    the    Chessd  Mound   was   removed  or        ^^^• 

materially  interfered  with.  Crobskah 

«. 

Notwithstanding  this  refusal,  the  Defendants,  as  such     aiid  South 

owners  as  aforesaid,  took  measures  for  the  purpose  of  re-  ^^^jJ^^y^^ 

moving  some  of  the  shingle  from  the  mound,  and  applying      Coxpaiit. 

the  same  to  the  purposes  of  their  undertaking.    Thereupon      Staumeia. 

this  Bill  was  filed. 

The  Commissioners,  besides  proving  the  facts  above 
stated,  brought  forward  witnesses  to  prove  that  they  had 
exercised  jurisdiction  in  respect  of  this  mound,  by  re- 
fusing leave  to  persons  who  applied  to  ihem  for  per- 
mission to  take  away  shingle  therefrom,  and  punishing 
those  who  did  so;  and  particularly  that  on  the  19th 
of  August,  1823,  a  fine  of  £1  :  7  :  6  was  imposed  upon 
James  Lowdon  Macadam  Esq.  and  Mr.  Oeorge  Dovms, 
the  Surveyor  and  Deputy  Surveyor  of  the  Bristol  Turnpike 
Roads,  for  removing  gravel  from  the  Cheaad  Mownd  for 
the  purposes  of  such  roads;  and  that  at  a  subsequent  Court 
the  fine  was^  on  their  undertaking  not  to  do  the  same 
thing  again,  remitted. 

The  Defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  brought  witnesses  to 
'  show  that,  at  least  since  the  year  1784  and  for  many  years 
after  1811,  the  contractors  for  the  roads  and  others  (and 
particularly  Mr.  Lewis,  the  then  owner,)  used  to  draw 
gravel  and  shingle  from  the  mound  without  any  attempt 
on  the  part  of  the  Commissioners  to  prevent  them  from 
doing  so ;  and  that,  notwithstanding  such  constant  drain, 
the  mound  had  rather  increased  than  decreased. 

There  was  the  usual  conflict  of  engineering  evidence  as 
to  the  probable  result  of  any  great  diminution  of  the 
mound;  and  as  to  whether  the  works  of  the  Defendants, 
if  carried  out,  would  or  not  be  likely  to  produce  any  such 
diminution. 
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1863. 
Cbobsmait 

Tmi  Bristol 
AND  South 

YfALsa  Umoii 
Railway 
CoicpAirr. 

ArgtmunL 


Mr.  Edt,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Oiffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fox  Bristowe 
in  support  of  the  motion : — 

This  Chessd  Bank  is  a  natural  "  defence  by  the  coasts 
of  the  seh,"  and  therefore  within  the  express  terms  of  our 
commission.  Whatever  our  rights  of  suit  may  have  been 
when  the  case  of  The  Duke  of  Newcastle  v.  Clark  (a)  was 
decided,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  we  now  have  power  to 
sue  (6),  and  we  have  exercised  it  The  property  in  all 
lands^  Slc.,  within  our  view,  cognizance,  or  management,  is 
vested  in  us  by  statute  (c)  ;  and  our  rights  are  expressly 
reserved  by  the  the  Bristcl  and  Sovih  Wales  Union  Rail- 
tuay  Act  (cQ. 

We  are  not  acting  from  caprice,  but  from  a  bon&  fide 
purpose  of  protecting  our  works. 

There  are  at  present  109  actions  pending  against  us  in 
consequence  of  flood& 

We  are  trustees  for  the  public  with  a  wide  jurisdiction, 
and  have  duties  to  perform  irrespective  of  any  question  of 
property. 

Then  it  is  said,  we  accepted  a  conveyance  from  the  De- 
fendants, and  so  acknowledged  their  right  But  that  con- 
veyance had  no  reference  to  the  Cheasd  Mound,  True, , 
the  conveyance  to  the  Defendants  may  have  included  the 
mound,  but  their  vendor  could  only  sell  subject  to  our 
rights. 

It  is  said  that  large  quantities  of  this  gravel  have  been 
from  time  immemorial  taken  without  our  permission ;  but 
there  is  no  analogy  between  the  wholesale  removal  of  the 
shingle  for  the  purposes  of  a  railway  and  the  occasional 
carting  away  of  a  few  loads  at  a  time.  Besides,  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  we  interfered  to  prevent  even  that 

[They  also  referred  to  Newton  v.  Cubitt(ey], 

(a)  8  Taunt.  602.  (d)  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  liv.  8.  32. 

(i)  3  &  4  Will  4,  c.  22,  s.  57.      (e)  12  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  32. 
(c)  Id.  8.  47. 
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Mr.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lorenee  Bird,  contra: —  1863. 

The  Plaintiflb  have  no  right  of  properly  either  in  the      Cbossmah 

bank  or  in  the  shiice.  The  Bristol 

AND  South 

The  Vice-Chancellob.— The  Act  (a)  vests  in  the  Com-  ^^f^^^^i""^ 

miflsioners  all  lands^  &c.,  under  their  view,  cognizance,  or      Compawt. 

management  ArpumgnL 

Mr.  James. — ^That  refers  to  artificial  works.  This  is  a 
natural  defence  merely,  and  they  can  have  no  right  in  it, 
unless  they  have  either  the  property  or  an  easement. 

Besides,  the  mound  is  due  to  the  action  of  the  river,  not 
of  the  sea,  and  therefore  is  not  in  any  manner  within  the 
purview  of  their  appointment. 

To  issue  this  injunction  would  be  to  confiscate  our  pro- 
perty to  the  extent  of  thousands  of  pounds. 

The  Act  only  vests  in  the  Commissioners  what  they 
have  themselves  created,  and  cannot  be  supposed  to  divest 
the  property  of  all  the  landowners  on  the  coast 

Besides,  these  Commissioners  are  a  Court  of  Record, 
and  should  enforce  their  own  decrees  by  their  own  process : 
InhdbUamis  of  Oldbery  v.  Stafford  (&).  And  this  Court 
ought  not  to  interfere :  Kerrison  v.  Sparrow  (c). 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — Was  not  the  object  of  the 
later  Act  to  enable  them  to  bring  trespass,  notwithstand- 
ing their  being  this  High  Court? 

Mr.  Bird. — They  had  no  property ;  therefore  they  could 
not  bring  trespass ;  then  the  Act  vested  in  them  a  pro- 
perty, not  the  estate,  for  the  mere  purpose  of  enabling 
them  to  bring  trespass  or  prefer  an  indictment 

We  are  ready  and  willing  to  pay  the  £5,  at  which  they 
have  themselves  assessed  the  penalty. 

(a)  3  &  4  Wm.  4,  c.  22,  8.  47.       (i)  Sid.  145.       (c)  19  Vcs.  449. 
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l8Bd. 
CBoaauAJK 

V. 

Thb  Briitol 

AND  South 

Wales  Ukiok 

Railway 

COMPAHT. 

ArgutMnni, 


If  there  be  any  right  whatever  on  the  part  of  the  Plain- 
tifif  to  come  here,  the  proper  remedy  is  by  information. 

There  is  no  sufficient  evidence  that  what  we  are  about  to 
do  will  be  productive  of  mischief:  Earl  of  Rvpon  v.  H(h 
hart  (a),  Haines  v.  Taylor  (6).  The  effect  of  our  works 
has  been  to  increase  not  diminish  the  whole  quantity  of 
shingle. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 


judjnmfu.     Vicb-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

I  think  there  ought  to  be  an  injunction  in  this  case. 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  possibility  of  doubt  on  which 
side  the  balance  of  convenience  lies.  Mr.  James  speaks  of 
confiscation ;  but  supposing  it  to  turn  out  that  the  Com- 
missioners are  right,  it  would  be  really  confiscation  not 
merely  of  their  property  but  of  all  that  valuable  district 
of  which  they  are  the  authorised  protectors,  to  refuse  to 
interfere  on  their  behalf.  On  the  other  hand,  the  damage 
to  the  Company,  supposing  them  to  be  in  the  right,  will  be 
a  mere  question  of  expensa  It  simply  comes  to  this,  that 
if  they  cannot  take  the  gravel  from  the  bank,  they  must 
go  further  for  their  materials. 

But  if  this  be  so,  surely  the  bank  must  be  maintained 
in  statu  quo  till  the  Hearing.  It  has  stood  so  for  cen- 
turies, and  I  am  not  satisfied  that  it  could  possibly  be 
replaced  were  I  to  allow  it  to  be  removed. 

These  considerations  narrow  the  question  to  this :  ''  Is 
there  a  bon&  fide  case  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff*?  Have 
the  Commissioners  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  saying 
that  they  are  right  in  their  contention?"  if  that  be  so,  I  must, 
on  the  grounds  I  have  just  Stated,  interfere  by  injunctioa 

(a)  3  My.  &  K.  169.  (b)  2  Ph.  209. 
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To  determine  this  question,  it  is  neoessary  to  consider : —      .  ^^' . 

1.  What  were  the  powers  and  duties  of  the  Commis-      Crossmaic 
sioners  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  William  4  ?  The  Bristol 

2.  How  were  these  powers  affected  by  that  Act  ?  .  Wales  Union 

Railway 
The  commission  under  which  these  gentlemen,  and  I      Company. 

believe  all  other  Commissioners  of  Sewers  in  England,  act,      Judgmtnu 

is  contained  in  the  statute  of  Henry  8. 

[His  Honour  read  the  preamble  to  the  commission  from 
the  Act,  s.  2.] 

The  damage  against  which  the  Act  was  directed  was, 
that  the  defences  on  the  coasts  were  **  disrupt,  lacerated, 
and  broken/'  and  then  by  the  next  section  Commissioners 
were  appointed  to  remedy  this  evil:  and  they  are  to 
''survey  the  said  walls,  streams,  &a,  and  the  same  cause 
to  be  madCj  repaired^  &a''  (the  expression  "to  sur- 
vey'" explains  what  is  meant  by  the  words  '^  within  their 
view "  occurring  in  the  later  Act^)  and  thus  armed,  the 
Commissioners  were  constituted  a  Court  of  Becord  to 
carry  out  the  purposes  of  the  Act. 

That  is  the  form  of  the  Commission. 

Then  what  happened  in  The  Duke  of  NewcaaUe'a  case  (a) 
was  this:  the  Commissioners  having  erected  certain 
banks  which  had  been  interfered  with  by  the  Defendant, 
brought  an  action  for  the  trespass :  the  Court  were  unani- 
mously of  opinion  that  the  Defendant  was  a  wrongdoer, 
but  they  thought  that  the  Commissioners  had  no  such 
property  in  the  bank  as  could  enable  them  to  maintain 
an  action,  and  they  give  as  a  reason  for  holding  that 
there  was  no  such  property  in  the  Commissioners,  that 
they  stood  in  a  much  higher  position^  and  were  a  Court  of 
High  Jurisdiction,  not  entitled  to  sue.  nor  subject  to  be 
sued. 

If,  therefore^  the  case  now  depended  on  the  effect  of  the 
(a)  Ubifup. 
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1863.        commission,  unassisted  by  subsequent  legislative  authority, 

CB0B8MAN      I  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  right  to 

Thb  Bbibtol   oome  here,  and' should  feel  compelled  to  refuse  this  motion. 
AMD  South 

^R^lway'''"       ^^*  ^^^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^^  William  4th  is  obviously  meant  to 
Company,      obviate  this  very  diflSculty ;  and  this  Act  seems  to  me  to 
Judgment,      supply  a  sufficient  answer  to  Mr.  Bird* 8  argument^  that  the 
Plaintiff  is  not  in  a  position  to  sue  in  this  Court. 

The  Act  (a)  vests  in  the  Commissioners  "all  lands, 
tenements,  hereditaments,  buildings,  erections,  works,  and 
other  things  which  shall  have  been  and  shall  hereafter  be 
purchased,  obtained,  erected,  constructed,  and  made  by  or 
by  the  order  of,  or  which  ahaU  he  within  or  under  the 
view,  cognizance,  or  managemeTit  '*  (very  large  words)  "  of 
any  Commissioners  of  Sewers,''  not  noticing  artificial  works 
specifically,  but  using  words  quite  large  enough  to  cover  all 
works  natural  or  artificial  over  which  the  Commissioners  had 

any  jurisdiction. 

• 

It  appears  from  a  passage  in  CaJMs  on  Sewers  that  there 
was  some  doubt  at  one  time  whether  these  words  extended 
to  rivers,  but  Lord  Cot^en^m  determined  that  the  jurisdic- 
tion does  so  extend,  at  least  in  the  case  of  navigable  river& 

Then  the  latter  part  of  this  section  provides  a  remedy. 
[His  Honour  read  it.] 

I  must  not  cut  down  the  effect  of  this  by  reading  "  or" 
as  ''  and,''  as  Mr.  James  suggests  that  I  should  do:  it  may 
indeed  be  that  Mr.  Bird's  construction  of  this  clause  is 
right,  but  that  I  will  not  now  determine. 

What  was  intended  to  be  remedied?  It  was  found  that 
the  Commissioners  could  not  bring  actions,  and  the  Legis- 
lature thought  that  they  ought  to  have  this  power.. 

Mr.  James  compares  this  Bill  to  a  suit  by  the  Court  of 
Queen^s  Bemh;  it  seems  to  me  much  more  analogous  to  a 
(a)  8.  47. 
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suit  by  a  lord  of  a  manor  against  one  of  his  copyholders; 
but  I  have  really  nothing  to  do  with  that  at  present — ^the 
Legislature  has  expressly  empowered  the  Commissioners   thb  Bristol 
to  bring  actions  and  prefer  indictments  without  the  inter-     ^"^  South 
vention  of  the  Attomey-OenerdL  Railway 

COVFANT, 

It  is  their  duty  to  undertake  the  protection  of  the  in-  j«^^i. 
terests  intrusted  to  them  by  action^  indictment^  or  the  like> 
if  thereby  they  can  do  so  more  effectually.  Now,  suppose 
Mr.  Birdie  contention  to  be  right,  and  that  it  was  not 
intended  to  give  them  power  to  sue  in  this  Court,  still,  as  it 
admittedly  vest  in  them  a  special  property  for  the  purpose 
of  enabling  them  to  maintain  actions  and  prefer  indict- 
ments, this  Court  would  interfere  by  interlocutory  injunction 
to  prevent  any  injury  to  their  property  .pending  such  actions 
or  indictments.  But  when  I  look  at  section  57, 1  find  thai 
that  section  expressly  refers  to  suits  in  equity  in  respect  of 
property  "vested  in  them  as  aforesaid.'' 

Then,  what  I  now  have  to  determine  is  reduced  to  this: — 
Is  there  or  is  there  not  a  question  to  be  tried  at  the  Hearing? 
that  is,  can  I  say  to  a  certainty  that  this  Chessel  Bank  has 
never  been  under  the  view  of  the  Commissioners?  Now, 
what  have  they  in  fact  done?  For  forty  years  at  least  they 
have  exercised  jurisdiction  over  this  bank :  and  I  have  it  in 
evidence,  that  in  the  year  1823  a  person  named  Macadam 
was  fined  for  taking  gravel  from  this  bank ;  it  is  not  clear 
whether  he  was  the  great  contractor  or  not,  but  at  any  rate 
he  was  not  a  mere  labouring  man  who  might  not  have  had  the 
means  of  resisting  an  usurpation,  but  a  man  who  was  making 
a  road  in  the  neighbourhood,  and  who  must  therefore  have 
been  able  to  appeal  against  and  prevent  any  attempted  ex- 
cess of  jurisdiction  on  their  part. 

Then  I  have  the  evidence  of  the  clerk  to  the  Commis- 
sioners, who  deposes  to  several  cases  in  which  persons  have 
asked  their  permission  to  draw  shingle  from  this  bank,  and 
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1863.         have  been  refused ;  and  it  appears  that   the  Defendants 
CB088MAN     themselves  actually  asked  for  such  permission,  and  only 
The  Bristol   P^ceeded  to  take  the  law  into  their  own  hands  after  they 
w^^  ^^oH  ^^  failed  in  persuading  the  Commissioners  to  grant  it. 
Railway 

CoMPAWT,  jij  ia  jjQ^  possible  to  contend  that  the  bank  has  no  opera- 
Jwigmmt  tion  in  preventing  the  water  from  approaching  the  land, 
so  as  to  raise  the  case,  that  all  this  action  on  their  part 
was  an  obvious  usurpation ;  and  then,  once  granting  it  as 
plain  that  the  bank  may  have  been  properly  considered 
within  their  jurisdiction,  this  exercise  of  right  by  them  be- 
comes important  to  show  that  it  probably  was  so. 

Does  the  conveyance  by  the  lord  of  the  manor  alter 
the  position  of  the  parties  in  this  respect?  I  think  it 
probable  that  that  might  have  been  so  but  for  the  Act  of 
William  lY.  I  can  easily  understand  that  conveyances 
may  have  been  made  on  such  a  title  as  this ;  but  that  would 
not  interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  Commissioners  of 
Sewers. 

Then  it  is  said,  the  Commissioners  have  bought  from 
the  predecessors  in  title  of  the  Defendants  lands  which  are 
included  in  the  same  conveyance  as  that  which  granted 
this  bank;  but  that  is  not  sufficient  to  work  an  estoppel  with 
regard  to  the  bank. 

I  cannot  regard  the  engineering  evidence  offered ;  even 
on  the  supposition  that  any  one  could  foretell  what  would  be 
the  course  of  a  navigable  river  when  natural  obstacles  have 
been  removed,  I  should  still  feel  bound  to  follow  the  analogy 
of  the  cases  respecting  railways,  in  which  the  Court  always 
gives  implicit  credence  to  the  persons  to  whom  the  Legisla- 
ture has  entrusted  the  carriage  of  the  works,  and  there- 
fore I  cannot  interfere  with  the  manner  in  which  these 
Commissioners  may  think  fit  to  conduct  their  worka 

If  the  Commissioners  have  the  right    to  this  bank  I 
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shall  pa;  no  attention  to  any  evidence  of  any  engineers  in        1868. 
the  world.  •  Cbossxan 

V. 

Continue  the  injunction  till  the  Hearing,  with  an  under-    ^|"^^ 

taking  as  to  damages.  Wmjbs  TJniok 

^  ^  Railway 

Cor  PANT. 

JudgmnL 

SWEETMAN     u      METROPOLITAN      RAILWAY 

COMPANY.  1864. 

JL  HIS  was  a  motion  for  injunction.  '^**"*  ^^^ 

Lands  CUnues 

It  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff  was  in  occupation  of  cer-  Act,t$,  121,122 

tain  premises  in  the  City  of  London,  which  were  required        Xrewee. 

by  the  Metropolitan  Railway  Company  for  the  purposes  a  written 

of  their  Act.    The  Plaintiff  had  no  legal  lease  of  these  ^S^uw, 

premises,  but  held  xmder  a  written  agreement  for  a  term  ?^'  *^^^a* 

which  would  expire  in  the  year  1870.    In  June,  1863,  the  lease,  is  an 

Company  served  him  with  the  usual  notice  to  treat,  and  in  than  a  yearly 

his  claim,  which  was  duly  made  in  answer  to  such  notice,  he  {Je^^JiiM^ 

calculated  his  interest  as  though  he  held  the  premises  under  tj*®  landB 

a  lease  for  that  term ;  whereupon  the  Company,  on  the  Consolidation 

30th  November,  1863,  required  him  to  produce  his  lease  tenant*hayiiig 

or  grant ;  and  upon  his  producing  the  agreement  in  ques-  "gh^^^^? 

tion,  they  elected  to  treat  him  as  a  yearly  teilant  only,  and  ment  is  not 

1.      1  1         1  •  •  i.     1       T       1     i^i  liable  to  have 

accordmgly,  under  the  provisions   of  the  Lands  Clauses  thoTalneof 

Consolidation  Act  (a),  they  summoned  him  before  the  aaJJ^i^y 

sitting  Alderman,  who  agreed  with  them  in  the  opinion  that  *^5^"2?^i 

he  could  not  regard  any  equities  affecting  the  property,  and  section  of  the 

he  assessed  the  value  of  the  Plaintiff's  legal  interest  at 

wPSOO.    The  Company  had  offered  the  Plaintiff  £600  for 

his  interest,  which  he  had  refused:  they  had  thereupon 

taken  possession  of  the  premises,  and  intended  immediately 

to  pull  down  the  buildings  and  sell  the  materials. 

This  Bill  was  then  filed^  for  the  purpose  of  restraining 
them  from  dealing  with  the  property  until  the  value  of 

(a)  8.  121. 
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1864.  the  Plaintiff's  interest  had  been  ascertained  under  their 
SwEBTMAN  ordinary  compulsory  powers,  or  the  Company  had  obtained 
Mbtropo-      *'^®  certificate  of  two  surveyors,  and  given  a  bond  in  the 

UTAN  Rail-    manner  required  by  the  Act  (a). 
watCompant.  ^  '' 


Argument 


Mr.  E.  K  Karalake,  for  the  motion. 

Sir  Hugh  Cavma,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bovill,  contra: — 

The  Act  provides  (6)  that  any  person  who  claims  un- 
der a  lease  mu^t  produce  it  to  the  Company;  and  there- 
upon they  are  to  deal  with  him  as  having  a  right  greater 
than  a  yearly  tenancy,  that  is,  under  the  more  elaborate 
proceedings  directed  by  the  earlier  sections  (c) ;  but  if  he  do 
not  produce  or  give  other  *'  best  evidence  "  of  a  lease,  he  is 
to  be  dealt  with  under  section  121,  and  to  have  his  interest 
assessed  by  two  justices 

The  Vice-Chancellor — Suppose  he  had  a  written 
agreement  for  999  years  ? 

Sir  Hugh  CcUrna. — That  is  an  extreme  case  in  one 
direction ;  suppose,  on  the  other  hand,  a  mere  assertion  of 
a  particular  lease  for  seven  years,  denied  by  the  landlord : 
are  the  Company  to  try  the  question  as  between  landlord 
and  tenant  ? 

The  Legislature  says, ''  have  you  a  lease  or  grant?"  It 
does  not  put  the  Company  to  deal  with  the  equities,  if  any, 
of  the  tenant ;  he  and  the  landowner  must  deal  with  those 
equities  as  they  please  inter  se. 

The  document  in  this  case  is  admittedly  void  at  law  ((Q, 
and  all  that  we  have  to  do  is  to  get  in  the  legal  interests. 
The  less  we  pay  the  tenant  the  more  we  have  to  pay  the 
landlord,  and  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  have  any  rights  in  equity, 
can  recover  his  due  proportion  of  the  latter  sum. 

A  reply  was  not  heard. 

(a)  8.  85.  (6)b.122.  (c)  88.  18 —  68,  85. 

(<f)  See  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  3. 
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Vicb-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:—  1864. 

The  frame  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  is,  that  no  possession     Swbmman 
IS  to  be  taken  by  the  Company  until  they  have  satisfied      Mbtr^ 
certain  preliminary  conditions ;  if  the  occupying  tenant  have  itay  Cokpaht. 
any  interest  greater   than   a  yearly  tenancy  he  must  be      judgment 
dealt  with  as  an  owner ;  and  if  the  CompiELny  wish  to  take 
possession,  before  they  have  agreed  with  him,  they  must  do 
so  under  the  power  of  the  85th  section,  and  give  him  the 
bond  and  the  security  of  the  payment  into  court  thereby 
directed ;  but  if  he  have  no  estate  greater  than  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year,  they  are  at  liberty  to  bring  him  before 
two  magistrates  (a)   and  have  the  value   of   his  interest 
summarily  assessed. 

Then  the  Act  (b)  provides,  that  if  any  lessee  obstruc- 
tively refuses  to  produce  his  lease  or  grant,  he  may  be 
treated  as  a  tenant  from  year  to  year;  and  the  Company 
are  in  this  case  endeavouring  to  apply  this  provision  to  the 
totally  different  case  when  a  gentleman  produces  a  written 
agreement,  whicb,  though  equivalent  in  equity  to  a  valuable 
lease^  is  void  at  law  under  the  provisions  of  the  late  Beal 
Property   Act  (c),   on    the    ground  that,  as  the   gentle- 
man in  question  has  admittedly  no  legal  right  greater 
than  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year,  he  cannot  produce 
any  grant  or  lease  within  the  meaning  of  the  section.     I 
do  not  concur  in  this  contention.     Either  the  meaning  of 
the  section  is,  that  if  the  occupier  produces  an  equitable 
lease  he  is  not  to  be  considered  as  a  yearly  tenant^  or  else 
such  a  case  as  this  is  not  contemplated  by  the  section  at  all, 
and  must  therefore  be  dealt  with  according  to  the  general 
provisions  of  the  Act. 


Injunction  according  to  notice  of  motion. 

(a)  Or  one  in  the  Metropolis,     (b)  8. 122. 
See  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  71,  s.  14.  (c)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  106. 
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1863. 


Nov.  2ue  fr 

23r<i. 

Will— Residue 

— Revoked 

Gift. 

Where  by  the 
will  the  TOBidae 
U  giyen  in 
sharee,  and  by 
a  codicil  the 
gift  of  one  of 
Uiose  shares  it 
directed  on  a 
certain  con- 
tingency to 
sink  into  the 
residne,  '*  and 
be  held  and 
applied  accord- 
ingly,"  the 
heir  and  next 
of  kin  of  the 
testator  will, 
upon  the  hap- 
pening of  the 
contingency, 
be  respectively 
entitled  to  the 
said  share,  to 
the  ezdasion 
of  the  resi- 
duary legatees. 


LIGHTFOOT  v.  BURSTALL. 

Francis  hall,  by  his  win,  dated  the  SOi  March, 
1843,  after  certain  specific  legacies  gave  all  his  real  and 
personal  estate  to  the  Flaintifis  upon  ■  trust  for  sale  and 
conversion  into  money  as  one  entire  fund.  And  after 
several  specific  directions  there  was  a  residuary  bequest  as 
to  two- thirds  upon  trust  for  the  Defendants  Bolton  and 
Locke,  and  as  to  one-third  upon  trust  for  Frcmcia 
Burstcdl  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  children  in  manner 
therein  mentioned.    The  will  then  proceeded  as  follows: — 

"  If  there  shall  be  no  such  child,  then  after  the  decease 
of  the  said  Francis  Burstall,  and  such  failure  of  his  issue 
as  aforesaid,  the  same  trust  moneys  and  premises  shall  sink 
into  and  form  part  of  my  residuary  real  and  personal 
estates,  and  be  held  and  applied  accordingly/' 

At  the  death  of  the  testator,  part  of  his  residuary  estate 
consisted  of  a  debt  of  £1000,  due  to  him  from  a  person  of 
the  name  of  Hasael.  This  £1000  was,  on  the  distribution 
of  the  trust  fund  in  1856,  accepted  by  the  Defendant 
Locke  as  part  of  his  one- third  of  the  residue. 

In  1 857  Hasael  became  bankrupt,  and  Locke  received  a 
dividend  on  the  debt;  and  by  a  release,  dated  26th  July, 
1859,  Locke  released  the  trustees  of  the  vrill  of  and  from  all 
the  real  estate  and  residuary  personal  estate  of  the  testator, 
"  save  and  excepted  to  the  said  T.  B.  Locke,  all  such  right, 
title,  claim,  or  interest,  as  he  then  had,  or  might  thereafter 
acquire  or  become  in  anywise  entitled  to,  under  or  by 
virtue  of  the  will  of  the  testator  or  otherwise,  in  or  to  the 
shares  or  proportions  retained  for  the  benefit  of  the  said 
F.  BuretaU  and  M.  Bolton  and  their  children  respectively, 
or  any  or  either  of  them." 
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FraTids  BurataU  died  on  the  12th  of  March,  1861, 
without  issue. 

The  Bill  was  filed  by  the  executors  of  Fromcis  Hall  to 
obtain  a  declaration  from  the  Courts  as  to  who  were  entitled, 
and  in  what  proportions  and  in  what  manner,  to  the  one- 
third  share  in  which  F.  BurstaU  had  had  a  life  interest. 


647 
1868. 

LXORTFOOT 

V. 
BUBffTALL. 

Stainngnt. 


Mr.  Rendall  for  the  Plaintiffs : — 

There  are  three  questions  on  which  the  direction  of  the 
Court  is  desired: — 

1.  Whether  the  capital  of  the  one- third  share  of  residue 
given  to  BurataU  for  life  is  or  not  disposed  of? 

2.  Whether,  if  undisposed  of,  it  all  goes  .to  the  next  of 
kin,  by  reason  of  the  conversion  directed  by  the  will ;  and 
if  not,  whether  the  heir-at-law  takes  the  part  which  repre- 
sents the  real  estate  as  realty  or  personalty  ? 

3.  Whether  the  Defendant  Locke  is  entitled  to  be  re- 
couped out  of  this  share,  if  undisposed  of,  for  his  Iof»  in 
respect  of  the  ^1000  debt? 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wickena  for  the  next  of  kin  of 
the  testator  submitted  that  the  second  point  was  clear. 

The  heir  and  next  of  kin  took,  if  at  all,  in  the  proportions 
in  which  the  real  and  personal  estate  had  contributed  to  the 
fund ;  and  the  heir  took  his  part  as  personalty. 

On  the  first  point  they  contended  that  there  was  an  intes- 
tacy. 

It  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the  testator  intended  the 
gift  which  had  failed  to  become  part  of  another  gift,  which 
would  therefore  also  partially  fail,  and  so  toties  quotiea 

The  point  is  concluded  by  authority;  Humble  v.  Shore  (a). 


iltyiMMRt 


VOL.  I. 


(a)  7  Hare,  247. 
O  0 
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1868.  Mr.  Nald&r  for  the  heir-at-law,  and  Mr.  Jackson  for  the 

assignees  of  one  of  the  next  of  kin  who  had  become  bank* 
rupt,  supported  this  contention. 

Argumeni.         Mr.  AmpIUett,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Fox  Briatowe  for  the  resi- 
duary legatees : — 

The  intention  of  the  testator  is,  that  this  share  should 
£9.11  into  the  residue;  the  question  then  is,  who  is  entitled 
to  the  residue?  We  are  entitled  to  one-third  each  of  it, 
and  then  the  remaining  one-third  is  again  to  fall  into 
residue,  and  be  again  similarly  subdivided,  and  so  on  ad 
infinitum ;  therefore  we  are  entitled  at  once  to  take  it  all : 
Atkinson  v.  Jones  (a). 

In  the  gift  to  Bolton,  which  is  in  other  respects  similar 
to  that  to  BurstaUf  there  is  no  gift  over,  which  is  important 
to  show  that  the  testator  intended  something  different  from 
an  intestacy  in  this  case. 

The  VICE-CHANCELLOR. — A.  reference  to  the  cases  cited 
in  Humble  v.  Shore  shows  that  that  case  was  very  fully 
argued. 

Mr.  Bristoxve. — ^That  C£use  is,  no  doubt,  an  authority 
against  us ;  but  the  cases  of  Evcms  v.  Field  (6),  and  Harris 
V.  Davis  (c),  which  were  there  cited,  are  equally  strong 
authorities  the  other  way. 

We  are  not  in  possession  of  the  reasoning  on  which  the 
Vice-Chancellor  founded  his  judgment  in  HuTnMe  v.  Shore; 
and  the  expressions  of  one  testator  are  no  sufficient  guide 
to  the  intentions  of  another. 

The  intention  was,  that  we  should  take  everything  which 
was  to  be  had  consistently  with  the  possibility  ihe^i  Burstall 
might  have  children. 

Mr.  Rolt  in  reply  read  extracts  from  the  shorthand 
writer's  note  of  the  judgment  in  Humble  v.  Shore  (d). 


(a)  Joh.  246. 

(b)  8  L.  J.  N.  S.  Ch.  264. 


(c)  1  Col  416:  seep.  426. 
{d)  See  infra,  p.  550. 
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Vicb-Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:—  18«3. 

Irrespective  of  the  decision  in  Humble  v.  Shore,  it  seems     Li<»«"W)t 
to  me  right  on  principle  to  hold  that  this  one-third  share  is 
undisposed  of. 


BUBSTALL. 

Judgmtmi, 


The  fallacy  of  Mr.  AmpJdett's  argument,  ingenious  as  it 
was,  consists  in  this  assumption,  that  a  direction  that  the 
share  should  sink  into  residue  amounts  to  a  gift  of  that 
share.  Now,  whatever  suspicion  we  may  have  in  such  a 
case  that  the  testator  was  misled  by  the  supposed  analogy 
of  gifts  of  legacies,  which,  when  directed  to  sink  into  the 
residue,  do  go  to  the  residuary  legatees,  and  whatever  incli- 
nation thete  may  be  to  hold  that  words  of  this  nature  must 
mean  something  more  than  the  law  would  imply  and  are 
not  mere  surplusage ;  it  is  impossible,  on  the  other  hand, 
to  overlook  the  obvious  fact,  that  if  the  testator's  desire 
was  that  this  share  should  go  over  in  this  manner,  it  would 
have  been  as  easy  to  say  "  shall  go  and  belong  to  my  other 
residuary  legatees,"  as  to  employ  the  words  actually  used  in 
this  case.  The  distinction  between  this  case  and  Evans  v. 
Field,  which  was  itself  a  strong  decision,  is  this: — In  that 
case  the  testatrix  expressly  disposed  of  what  should  fall  in 
by  failure  of  her  prior  bequest,  and  therefore  plainly  contem- 
plated that  a  portion  of  the  residuary  gift  itself  might  fail, 
which  she  thereupon  gave  over  again  in  like  manner; 
and  then  the  Vice-Chancellor,  apparently  on  a  similar  prin- 
ciple to  that  of  Atkinson  v.  Jones,  considered  that  that 
carried  the  whole  to  the  remaining  residuary  legatees:  it 
would  be  going  too  far  to  imply  such  an  intention  as  this 
merely  from  a  direction  to  do  that  which  the  law  would 
have  done  without  direction. 

I  admit  that  you  cannot  often  look  usefully  at  the  con- 
struction of  one  will  to  enable  you  to  interpret  another  will ; 
but  when  the  wording  is  precisely  similar,  as  in  this  case,  I 
do  not  see  that  the  authority  of  a  prior  decision  is  less 
binding  in  this  case  than  in  any  other. 

o  0  2 
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1863. 

LlOHTFOOT 

V. 
BURSTALL. 

JudgmmU 


It  seems  to  mc  clearly  that  I  cannot  decide  this  case  in 
favour  of  the  residuary  legatees  without  overruling  the  opin- 
ions of  Vice-chancellor  Wigram^a)  and  Lord  Cottenham, 


1847. 
March  im. 


(a)    HUMBLB  V.   ShOBB. 


The  facts  of  this  case  are  sufficiently  stated  in  Mr.  Hare's  Reports; 
but  the  effect  only  of  the  decision  is  there  given.  The  following 
report  of  the  judgment  is  taken  from  the  short-hand  writer's  notes : — 

Yicb-Chancbllob  Sib  Jambs  Wigbam: — 

I  will  dispose  of  the  question  about  the  next  of  kin,  the  only  point 
about  which  I  feel  any  difficulty,  on  Tuesday  morning,  in  the  mean- 
time I  will  state  the  point  on  which  I  think  my  judgment  must 
eventually  turn. 

By  the  will,  one-sixth  of  the  residue  is  given  to  Sarah  Whitaher 
absolutely.  By  the  codicil  the  testatrix  recites  that  she  ba^  by  her 
will  or  testamentary  appointment  given  and  bequeathed  one-sixth  of 
the  moneys  constituting  the  residuary  fund  arising  from  her  real  and 
personal  estate  unto  or  in  trust  for  her  cousin,  Sarah  Whitaker^ 
absolutely.    And  then  she  ^oes  on  in  the  following  words: — 

*^And  whereas  it  is  n:y  will  and  meaning  that  the  said  Sarah 
Whitaher  shall  t»ke  and  enjoy  only  a  life-interest  in  the  aforesaid 
part  or  shnre  of  the  said  residuary  trust  fund,  and,  subject  thereto, 
that  the  capital  of  the  same  fund  shall  be  disposed  of  as  hereinafter 
mentioned :  Now,  therefore,  I  direct.**  She  then  gives  a  direction, 
which  I  omit  because  it  is  inapplicable  to  the  ultimate  disposition  of 
the  fund.  She  then  goes  on  to  say  what  the  dif^position  of  the  capital 
shall  be,  and  importing  that  into  the  clau«e  I  first  read,  the  case  will 
be  the  same  as  if  she  had  said  "  I  give  her  only  a  life- interest  in  the 
aforesaid  residuary  trust  fund ;  and  subject  thereto  the  capital  of  the 
same  shall  sink  into  the  residue  of  my  personal  estate,  and  be  disposed 
of  accordingly."  Now,  if  she  had  simply  said,  "  I  will  that  she  thall 
take  a  life-interest  only,**  that  would  be  equivalent  to  a  revocation  of 
the  beqnest  to  her.  except  to  the  extent  of  the  life-interest,  and  in 
that  case  CresweU  v.  Cheslyn*  would  have  been  a  direct  authority  for 
the  proposition  that  the  next  of  kin  would  be  entitled  to  the  property. 
The  effect  would  have  been,  that  in  law  the  share,  subject  to  her  life- 
interest,  would  have  sunk  into  the  residue,  and  would  have  been 
disposed  of  as  such.  If  the  testatrix,  instead  of  merely  revoking 
the  bequest  to  her  except  to  the  extent  of  her  life  interest,  goes  on 
to  say,  '*  I  will  that  it  shall  sink  into  the  residue,*'  she  expresses  no 
more  than  the  law  would  imply,  and  the  case  would  be  precisely  the 
*  2  £den,  123. 
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which  I  should  hesitate  long  before  doing,  even  if  my  own 
opinion  differed  from  theirs,  which  it  does  not. 

same  as  it  was  before,  and  the  estate  would  be  distributed  to  the 
next  of  kin.  The  whole  question  turns  on  this:  Besides  saying  "it 
shall  sink  into  the  residue,"  she  gives  a  direction  to  her  trustees, 
that  it  shall  be  disposed  of  accordingly ;  and  the  question  is,  whether, 
having  willed  it  to  sink  into  the  residue,  and  be  disposed  of  accor- 
ctinglyt  those  words  ^' disponed  of  accordingly**  mean  disposed  of  as 
residue,  or  whether  they  mean  something  else.  On  that  point  I  will 
look  into  the  will  to  see  whether  from  any  parts  of  it  I  can  collect 
an  intention,  or  get  any  certain  guide  to  go  upon.  I  agree  with 
Mr.  JRolt^  that  the  words  confirming  the  will  make  no  difference ; 
because,  though  the  codicil  docs  republish  the  will,  it  repub- 
lishes it  in  the  saime  words  in  which  it  was  written  ;  and  it  is  very 
rarely  indeed  that  the  effect  of  any  disposition  is  altered  by  the 
codicil.  The  way  in  which  the  republication  acts,  just  as  it  did 
before  the  late  Wills  Act  came  into  operation,  is,  that  it  sweeps  in 
property  which  had  come  into  distribution  subsequent  to  the  date  of 
the  earlier  paper;  except  in  that  respect,  it  is  in  general  a  mere 
repetition  of  the  words  of  the  will,  and  those  words  ordinarily  speak 
in  the  same  way  as  if  the  will  had  remained  unaltered.  This  is  not 
always  the  case,  but  it  is  the  rule. 

That  is  really  the  whole  question  with  regard  to  this  share. 

Yicb-Chancellob  Sib  Jabibs  Wigbam,  after  restating  the  fiicts 
nearly  in  the  words  oi  his  former  judgment,  proceeded  as  follows:— 

Now,  the  case  of  Creswell  v.  Cheslyn  is  a  direct  authority  that 
where  an  absolute  gift  of  a  share  of  residue  is  afterward  revoked, 
that  share  becomes  residue  undisposed  of,  unless  it  is  given  to  some 
one  else. 

The  question,  therefore  is,  on  the  codicil,  whether  there  is  a  gifl 
of  Sarah  Whitaker's  share  to  any  one  el$e.  Tlie  first  direction  is 
that  it  shall  sink  into  the  residue  of  the  estate,  but  that,  of  course,  is 
no  gift  to  any  one  else. 

Bur  then  there  is  a  direction  that  it  shall  be  disposed  of  "  as  afler 
mentioned,"  and  when  you  come  to  that  to  which  the  words  ^^  after 
mentioned  *'  refer,  you  find  a  direction  that  it  shall  ''  sink  into  the 
residue  of  the  personal  estate,  and  be  disposed  of  accordingly." 

The  question  is,  whether  the  direction  that  a  share  of  the  r^idue 
previously  undisposed  of  is  to  be  dispo^ed  of  accordingly,  is  a  gift  to 
the  residuary  legatees.  My  opinion  is,  that  it  is  not.  1  cannot  find 
any  gift  to  the  residuary  legatees  in  these  words, 


1868. 

LiQHTFOOT 

r. 
BURSTALL. 
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The  other  points  were  hardly  argued,  and  indeed  are 
scarcely  arguable. 

On  the  second  pointy  it  is  plain  that  the  heir-at-law  must 
take,  and  take  as  personalty,  whatever  part  of  this  one- 
third  share  consisted  of  real  estate. 

The  third  question  is,  I  think,  answered  by  the  terms  of 
the  release  itself  Whatever  right  Mr.  Locke  maj  have  to 
any  part  of  this  share  as  one  of  the  coheirs-at-law  or  next  of 
kin  is  expressly  reserved  to  him,  all  other  right  (if  any) 
seems  to  me  to  have  been  released. 


Abv.  lA  A* 
Mth. 

WW,— Sham 
ma  Public 
Company — 

The  rale,  that 
a  specific  lega- 
tee of  shares 
liable  to  calls 
must  take  them 
cum  onere, 
docs  not  appi  J 
to  calls  made 
in  the  lifetime 
of  a  person  who 
is  tenant  for 
life  of  the 
whole  resi- 
duary estate 
(inolnding  the 
shares,)  ns  an 
entire  fund. 

Thetrne 
test  is,  whe- 
ther the  shares 
have  or  not 
been  separated 
from  the 
general  residue 
at  the  date  of 
the  call. 


In  Ee  box. 


X  HIS  was  a  petition  for  the  advice  of  the  Court  under 
the  wlh  section  of  Lord  St  Leonard's  Act  (a),  under  the 
following  circumstances  :-— 

John  Box,  the  testator  in  the  case,  by  his  will  dated  the 
30th  December,  1859,  after  bequeathing  certain  pecuniary 
and  specific  legacies,  appointed  the  Petitioners  (one  of  whom 
was  his  widow)  trustees  of  his  will,  and  bequeathed  to  them 
the  residue  of  his  personal  estate  upon  trust  for  his  wife  for 
life  for  her  separate  use,  and  from  and  after  her  decease  he 
directed  his  trustees  to  transfer  into  the  name  of  his  brother, 
Charles  Box,  twenty-six  shares  in  the  Phoenix  Gas  Comr 
pany,  and  into  the  names  of  each  of  his  nieces,  Elizabeth 
and  Martha  Johnson^  fifty  New  Imperial  Oas  shares,  and 
into  the  name  of  his  nephew,  John  Box,  *'  the  remaining 
fifty  Imperial  Gas  shares,''  and  he  empowered  his  trustees 
to  permit  his  personal  estate  to  remain  in  its  then  present 
state  of  investment,  or  to  vary  the  investments,  in  the  usual 
manner ;  and  after  several  immaterial  bequests  and  direc- 
tions, he  bequeathed  the  residue  of  his  estate  to  certain 

charitable  societiea 

(a)  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  35. 
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At  the  time  of  his  death  the  testator  had  150  shares  in        1863. 

the  iTwperial  Oas  Company^  66  shares  in  the  Phcenia  Goa  u  bb  Box. 

Com'pamy,  and  several  other  shares  of  the  like  nature,  and  statoMnt. 
considerable  general  personal  estate. 

After  the  death  of  the  testator  certain  calls  had  beea 
made  by  the  various  Oas  Companies  in  which  the  testator 
held  shares,  and  it  was  anticipated  that  further  calls  would 
be  made. 

It  appeared  that  the  shares  in  question  would  not, 
according  to  the  deeds  of  settlement  of  the  various  Com- 
panies, or  some  of  them,  be  transferrible  so  long  as  any 
calls  were  due  and  unpaid. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  whether 
under  these  circumstances  the  general  personal  estate  of  the 
testator,  or  the  shares  in  respect  of  which  any  call  had  been 
or  should  -thereafter  be  made^  was  the  proper  fund  for 
payment  of  such  call, 

1st  Generally.  2nd.  During  the  lifetime  of  the  tenant 
for  life. 


Mr.  Hanson  for  the  Petitioners  submitted  the  case  to  the 
Court,  and  referred  to  Wright  v  Warren  (a),  Blount  v. 
HipJdna  (6),  Jacques  v.  Chambers  (c),  Olive  v.  Glive  {d), 

Mr.  Erskine  for  the  legatees  of  the  shares: — 

The  cases  against  us  only  decide  that  where  there  is  a 
complete  severance  of  the  shares  from  the  general  estate  at 
the  death  of  the  testator,  there  the  legatees  must  take  cum 
onere ;  the  case  is  very  different  where  (as  here)  there  is  a 
tenant  for  life  of  the  whole  fund,  and  no  severance  of  these 
shares  till  her  death. 


(a)  4  De  G  &  Sm.  367.    (6)  7  Sim.  51. 
i,d)  Kay,  600. 


(c)  4  Railw.  Cas.  499. 


Argument, 
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1808.  As  tbeRe  shares  are  not  transferrible  while  any  calls  are 

due,  the  trustees  cannot  perform  their  duty^  viz.  to  transfer 
the  shares  into  the  respective  names  of  the  legatees,  until 
they  have  paid  all  the  calls ;  and,  as  this  is  part  of  their 
duty  as  trustees  of  the  will,  they  must  apply  to  it  their 
own  trust  fund,  i.  e.  the  general  personal  estate. 

Mr.  Lake  Ruaaell  for  two  of  the  residuary  legatees : — 

The  legatees  must  stand  in  place  of  the  testator.  The 
rule  is^  that  the  Court  looks  to  the  moment  of  the  tes- 
tator's death;  whatever  is  then  wanting  to  make  him  a 
perfect  shareholder  is  to  be  borne  by  bis  general  estate ; 
whatever  afterwards  becomes  needful  in  order  to  preserve 
or  improve  the  value  of  the  shares,  must  be  paid  by  the 
legatees.  This  is  decided  in  Armstrong  v.  Burnet  (a),  and 
Day  V.  Day  (b).  The  earlier  cases,  even  if  the  Court  would 
not  now  refuse  to  follow  them  at  all,  depend  upon  the  fact 
that  the  testator  had  covenanted  to  pay  the  calls ;  which  is 
not  the  case  here. 

If  the  doctrine  contended  for  were  to  prevail^  the  residue 
could  never  be  distributed,  at  least  till  every  one  of  these 
Companies  had  been  wound  up  or  had  called  up  all  its' 
capital,  which  might  never  happen. 

Mr.  F.  Wood,  for  parties  in  the  same  interest : — 

It  was  the  intention  of  the  testator  that  the  tenaut  for 
life  should  enjoy  the  property  in  specie;  therefore  she  is  as 
much  bound  to  pay  these  calls  as  if  the  estate  had  been 
completely  administered. 

[He  referred  to  Addams  v.  Ferick  (c).] 

Mr.  Hanson,  in  reply : — 

The  argument  ab  inconvenienti  does  not  apply  to  a  case 

(a)  20  Beav.  424 ;  s.  c.  3  £q.  871.  (»)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  261. 

(c)  26  Beav.  384. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

vbere  there  is  a  tenaut  for  life  of  the  whole,  because  the 
fund  could  not  in  any  case  be  administered  during  her  lifa 

These  charities  are  merely  intended  to  get  whatever 
might  remain  after  every  possible  claim  in  favour  of  the 
widow  (and  through  her  of  these  specific  legatees)  had 
been  satisfied. 
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Vicb-Chanceilor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood: — 

This  case  comes  before  me  under  the  provisions  of  Lord 
St  Leonard's  Act.  I  should  have  preferred  having 
the  point  regularly  raised  by  Bill,  and  I  in  some  degree 
remonstrated  against  this  form  of  trying  the  question  ; 
as,  however,  the  parties  are  all  anxious  to  have  my 
decision  now,  I  do  not -think  I  ought  to  refuse  to  answer 
the  case,  which  seems  to  me  to  come  sufficiently  within  the 
terms  of  the  Act. 

Upon  the  abstract  question,  whether,  if  shares  liable  to 
calls  are  given  specifically,  the  future  calls  on  such  shares 
are  or  are  not  payable  out  of  the  general  estate  of  the 
testator,  the  later  cases  are  all  uno  fiatu  in  favour  of  the 
position  that  the  legatee  of  such  shares  must  take  them 
cum  onere.  That  is,  I  think,  clearly  decided  by  the  cases 
of  Armstrong  v.  Burnet  and  Day  v.  Day,  which  were 
referred  to  in  the  argument,  and  by  the  case  of  FUzwU- 
liams  V.  Kelly  (a).  I  observe  that  the  learned  Judge  who 
decided  Jacques  v.  Chamhers  and  Wright  v.  Warren, 
founded  his  decision  on  the  case  of  Blount  v.  Hi/pkms;  and 
in  Olive  v.  Clive  I  simply  followed  Jacques  v.  (Jhambers, 
without  entering  into  any  examination  of  the  question; 
so  that  all  these  cases  rest  on  the  single  authority  otBlou/nt 


JudgmenU 


(a)  10  Hare,  266. 
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▼.  Hiphma;  but  the  recent  caaes  have,  I  thmk,  esta- 
blished the  oontrary  rule. 

The  will  in  this  case  is  peculiar;  and  I  think  that 
tinder  its  particular  provisions  the  specific  legatees  are  in 
such  a  position  as  not  to  subject  them  to  the  onus  in 
question. 

[His  Honour  read  the  bequest,  the  effect  of  which  has 
been  stated.] 

When  the  case  was  opened,  I  at  first  thought  that  the 
gift  of  the  twenty-four  Phoemx  shares  was  not  specific; 
but  I  find  that  in  Jacques  v.  Chambers  (a)  the  gift  was  of 
a  certain  number  of  shares,  with  a  provision  that  such  gift 
should  not  be  specific  ''for  purposes  of  ademption;"  and 
the  Vice-chancellor  thought. that  for  all  purposes  other 
than  ademption  the  legacy  was  specific,  and  therefore,  as 
there  was  a  sufficient  number  of  shares  in  existence  at  the 
death  of  the  testator  to  satisfy  the  bequest,  he  treated  such 
shares  as  specifically  bequeathed.  In  accordance  with  that 
judgment  I  should  be  inclined,  were  it  necessary  to  decide 
that  question,  now  to  hold  the  gift  of  the  twenty-four 
Phomix  shares  to  be  specific,  as  that  of  the  Imperial  shares 
certainly  ia 

In  theview  I  take  of  this  case,  however,  it  is  not  necessary 
to  decide  this  point:  the  widow  is  still  alive,  and  I  have 
only  to  say  from  what  fund  these  calls  are  now  to  be  paid. 

Now,  if  there  had  been  a  gift  of  these  shares  simpliciter, 
to  A.  for  life,  with  remainder  to  B,,  C,  Z>.,  &c.,  absolutely, 
so  that  the  shares  would  have  to  be  severed  from  the 
general  estate  by  the  executes,  and  held  sepaiately,  it 
would  follow  from  what  has  been  said,  that  such  shares 
would  be  taken  by  the  legatees  cum  onere,  and  that  the 

(a)  4  Railw.  Cm.  205. 
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tefnant  for  life,  and  those  entitled  in  remainder,  would  have 
to  provide  for  the  payment  of  the  calls,  either  out  of  the 
shares  themselves,  or  otherwise  as  they  might  think  fit ; 
the  residue  of  the  'testator's  estate  would  have  nothing 
further  to  do  with  them. 

Here,  however,  the  intention  of  the  testator  is,  that  his 
wife  is  to  have  the  enjoyment,  during  her  life,  of  the  whole 
residue  of  his  estate  in  one  mass»  and  of  course  in  the 
manner  which  is  most  beneficial  for  her,  and  it  is  not  untU 
after  her  death  that  these  shares  are  to  be  taken  out  and 
separated  for  the  benefit  of  the  sevend  legatees. 

Now  suppose  for  a  moment  that  one  of  these  legatees 
were  an  infant,  so  that  it  would  have  become  necessary 
(if  these  shares  are  to  be  taken  cum  onere)  to  sell  a  portion 
of  the  shares  for  the  purpose  of  paying  these  calls,  would 
not  the  widow  be  entitled  to  say,  "  No,  that  must  not  be 
done ;  I  have  a  right  to  keep  these  shares  in  specie,  and  I 
prefer  that  the  calls  should  be  paid  out  of  some  part  of  the 
estate  which  does  not  produce  so  good  an  income  for  me." 
And  might  she  not  therefore  prevent  any  payment  of  calls 
out  of  the  shares  ? 

Or,  again,  suppose  that  one  of  the  legatees  in  remainder, 
being  adult,  had  voluntarily  paid  these  calls,  and  had  then 
applied  to  the  executors  to  reimburse  him,  might  not  the 
widow  have  in  like  manner  interfered,  and  required  the 
payment  to  be  made  out  of  the  general  estate? 

These  considerations  distinguish  this  case  from  that 
before  Vice- Chancellor  Kvnderdey. — There  it  was  ob- 
jected that  if  the  shares  were  not  taken  cum  onere,  it 
would  be  impossible  to  divide  the  general  estate  until  after 
the  shares  had  been  fully  paid  up :  but  no  such  objection 
applies  here,  because  the  testator  himself  directs  his  estate 
to  be  kept  undivided  until  the  death  of  his  widow ;  and  I 
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think  that  the  remaindennen  oould  Dever»  as  against  the 
widow,  have  any  right  to  have  these  shares  specifically 
dealt  with. 

For  these  reasons,  I  think  that  the  m&nifest  intention  of 
the  testator  was  that  there  should  be  no  separate  dealing 
with  these  shares  till  after  his  wife's  death,  and  therefore, 
that  during  her  lifetime  all  calls  must  be  paid  out  of  the 
general  estate. 


^.^W-/// 


I>ee,  Sth. 

Practice — 
Partiu — Htu- 
band  and  Wife 
— Foreclosure. 

A  Bill  to  re- 
deem a  mort- 
gage on  the 
real  eitate  of 
a  married 
woman  shoold 
not  be  filed  bj 
hnebaod  and 
wife  merelj, 
but  bj  the 
wife  ij  her 
next  friend, 
making  her 
husband  a  co- 
Plaintiff.    And 
this  is  the 
right  coarse 
eren  where  the 
husband  is  a 
bankrupt. 


SMITH  V.  ETCHES  (a). 

J  HE  Bill  in  this  case  was  filed  by  husband  and  wife,  to 
redeem  a  mortgage  made  by  them  of  the  wife's  fee  simple 
estate,  and  to  prevent  the  completion  of  a  contract  for  the 
sale  of  it  under  a  power  of  sale  contained  in  the  mortgaga 
The  husband  had  become  bankrupt,  and  obtained  his  certi- 
ficate after  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  but  some  years  before 
the  filing  of  the  Bill  The  bankruptcy  was  not  noticed  in 
the  Bill,  but  having  been  set  up  in  the  answers,  the  Bill 
was  amended  by  making  the  assignees  parties.  The  suit 
now  came  on  upon  motion  for  decree. 


Mr.  PoU,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  Morris,  for  the  mortgagee, 
took  the  preliminary  objection,  that  the  suit  was  improperly 
framed,  for  that  the  husband  had  no  interest,  and  the  wife 
was  substantially  no  party  at  all,  the  suit  being  the  husband's 
suit.    The  Bill  ought,  therefore,  at  once  to  be  dismissed. 

Mr.  CmcknaJll,  for  the  purchasers,  in  support  of  the 
same  objection,  referred  to  Hughes  v.  Eva/as  (&),  Reeve  v. 
DaWy  (c),  Wake  v.  Parker  (d). 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cadman  Jones  in  support 
of  the  Bill:— 

llie  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Redesdale  is,  that  the 
wife  sues  with    her    husband  because  she    is  under  his 

(a)  Ex  relatione  Mr.  H.  Cadman  Jones^  who  wis  of  couoael  for  th 
Plaintiff. 

ib)  1  S.  &  S.  18^.        (r)  2  S.  &  S.  464.    (d)  2  Keen,  59. 
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protection,  unless  they  have  opposite  interesta    The  cases 
referred  to  are  cases  of  separate  estate ;   and  here  there 
is  no  separate  estate.      Hope  v.  Fox  (a)   goes    a   step 
farther  than  anjr  former  case  in  holding  it  necessary  to 
have  a  next  fiiend  where  there  was  no  separate  estate; 
but  that  was  a  case  of  a  power  which  the  wife  could  exer- 
cise without  the  concurrence  of' her  husband.     Here  the 
wife  cannot  deal  with  the  estate  without  her  husband's 
concurrence,  so  that  to  hold  a  next  friend  necessary  here, 
would  be  going  a  step  further  still.     The  husband,  not- 
withstanding his  bankruptcy,   retains  an  interest,  as  the 
wife  cannot  deal  with  the  estate  without  him. 

In  Hope  V.  Fox  the  Bill  was  not  dismissed,  but  leave  was 
given  to  amend;  and  if  the  Court  holds  the  objection  good^ 
the  same  will  be  done  here. 

Mr.  B.  Norton  Smith  for  the  assignees,  took  no  part 
in  the  argument. 
Mr.  Rolt  in  reply. 


1863. 


Arguwunt, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

I  think  that  the  husband  retains  an  interest,  though  but 
ashadowy  one,  still  a  sufficient  interest  to  make  him  a  pro- 
per coplaintiff ;  but  I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  clearly  a 
want  of  parties,  for  if  the  Bill  were  to  be  dismissed,  as  the  suit 
is  the  husband's  suit,  the  wife  would  not  be  foreclosed.  I 
think  that  bills  by  husband  and  wife  to  redeem  a  mortgage 
of  the  wife's  real  estate  must  have  been  entertained  in 
former  times,  but  that  was  before  the  practice  of  allowing  her 
to  sue  by  her  next  friend  had  been  so  well  established,  and 
I  think  that  such  a  form  of  suit  is  not  now  the  proper  one. 

The  Court,  however,  is  averse  from  allowing  all  the  ex- 
pense of  bringing  a  suit   to  the  Hearing  to  be   wasted, 
and  leave  must  therefore  be  given  to  amend  by  adding  a 
next  friend,  but  the  Plaintiffs  must  pay  the  costs  of  the  day. 
(a)  IJ.  &  H.  456. 
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s^^S^^    MORGAN  V.  THE  GREAT  EASTERN  RAILWAY 
Biii-Cosu.  COMPANY.  (No.  2.) 

In  a  Bill  by  one 

behSfofhim^  A  HIS  was  a  Bill  by  the  Plaintiff  on  behalf  of  himself 

Shew  «<^pt  *^^  ^^  ^*^  shareholders  in  the  Great  Eastern  RaUway 

the  Defendants,  Qonvpomf,  except  the   Defendants,  against  the  Company 

DirectorB  from  and  the  Directors,  pra}dng  that  the  Company  and  the 

in^^^with  the*  Directors  might  be  restrained  from  paying  certain  divi- 

SidB^snch  d^'^^s  therein  mentioned  to  one  class  of  the  shareholders, 

fandsdonot  without  also  paying  the  corresponding  dividends  to  the 

Plaintifr  as  Other  shareholders. 

cestui  que 

TOM  to^'^t^ti         Upon  the  Hearing  of  the  cause,  a  decree  was  made  sub- 

him,  in  the        stantially  in  accordance  with  the  prayer  of  the  Bill, 
event  of  suc- 
cess, to  his  

costs  thereout 

citorimd'**^         Mr.  Baniel,  Q.C.,  (Mr.  L.  Bird  vdih  him),  for  the 
^^^*  Plaintiff,  thereupon  asked  for  costs  as  between  solicitor 

and  client 

The  Defendants  are  our  trustees,  and  the  fund  is  ours. 

Then  they  propose  to  deal  with  this  fund  in  a  manner  not 
consistent  with  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The  Directors, 
who  are  in  the  wrong,  should  pay  costs  between  party  and 
party  personally,  and  the  funds  of  the  Company,  as  our 
tru  t  funds,  should  bear  the  extra  costs. 

Mr.  jRoft,  Q.C.,  (Mr.  Knox  Wigram  with  him).  This  is  a 
mere  hostile  decree  against  all  the  Defendants ;  the  Com- 
pany is  for  the  purposes  of  such  a  proceeding  as  this  a  stranger 
to  the  Plaintiffs. 

Mr.  Danid,  in  reply  : — 

If  this  be  not  a  proceeding  by  a  cestui  que  trusty  the 
Directors  should  be  personaUy  fixed  with  all  the  costa 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 
yiCE-CHANC£UX)B  SiB  W.  PAGE  WoOD  : — 

If  the  PlaiDiiff  and  those  whom  he  represents  were 
exclusively  entitled  to  this  fund,  (as,  for  instance,  if  any 
fund  had  been  specifically  set  apart  for  the  payment  of  these 
dividends,)  I  think  that  the  FlaintifT  would  have  a  right 
to  have  his  full  costs  out  of  the  fund;  but  I  cannot  consider 
the  general  funds  of  the  Company  as  applicable  to  this 
purpose.  Tlie  Plaintiff  is,  no  doubt,  in  a  certain  sense,  a 
cestui  que  trust  of  all  those  funds,  and  it  might  be  that, 
in  a  suit  for  winding  up  the  affairs  of  the  Company,  those 
funds  might  be  treated  as  his,  so  as  to  give  him  the  right 
now  claimed;  but,  in  a  suit  of  this  sort,  directed  to  a 
specific  dealing  with  the  dividends,  I  cannot  take  that 
view. 

I  think  the  right  form  of  decree  will  be :  Restrain  the 
Company  and  Directors  from  dealing  with  the  dividends 
in  the  manner  proposed,  and  order  the  Company  to  pay 
the  costs  as  between  party  and  party  merely. 
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In   be  LONDON  AND  WESTMINSTER  WINE        ^^  y^^ 

COMPANY.  Pra^Hce^ 

TWintUng-fip  — 
HIS  was  a  Petition  by  a  shareholder  for  winding  up  a      Compantea 

limited  Company.     It  appeared  that  an  advertisement  that  Adva-iUemenu. 

the  Petition  would  be  heard  on  this  day  had  been  inserted  Where  a  peti- 

in  the  London  Gazette  on  Friday,  October  30th,  and  in  up'^aSidSl" 

the  daily  papers  required  by  the  General  Orders  (a),  on  ^^^^J^' 

Saturday,  October  31st  on  the  day 

appointed  by 

(a)  G.  O.  nth  NoTember,  1862,  Ord.  2.  S'^SSTSf  *" 

the  adyertiae- 
ment  not   haying  been  inserted  in  proper  time,   the  practice  is  to  let  the  Petition  stand 
oyer  for  a  fortnight,  with  liberty  to  insert  fresh  adyertisementa.    The  practice  of  tibo  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  in  thia  respect  not  followed. 
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Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  (Mr.  /.  H.  Higgina  with  him),  was 
In  be  London  about  to  opeu  the  Petition^  when 

AND  We8T- 

Comfakt''  Mr.  Roocburgh,  for  persons  asserted  by  the  Petition  to  be 
Directors,  objected  that  the  advertisements  in  question  had 
not  complied  with  the  Order. 

This  was  admitted^  and  the  only  question  was,  what 
should  be  done  in  consequence  thereof. 

Mr.  Jeaaell  for  the  Company. — The  only  course  your 
Honour  can  take  is  to  dismiss  the  Petition  as  irregular. 
It  must  be  presented  again  and  reanswered.  This  was 
decided  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  at  the  time  when  these 
Companies  used  to  be  wound  up  there:  Ex  parte  Martin  (a). 

Mr.  Gijfard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  T.  A.  Roberts,  for  creditors, 
suppoited  this  argument. 


Judgment, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

It  is  not  according  to  tho  course  of  this  Court  to  involve 
parties  in  unnecessary  cost^s  on  points  purely  of  form. 
Whatever  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  may  have  thought 
itself  called  upon  to  do,  I  cannot  think  it  right,  sitting  here, 
to  dismiss  this  Petition.  But  I  cannot  properly  hear  it 
till  all  parties  interested  have  been  summoned  by  proper 
advertisements,  which  cannot  now  be  done  in  time  for  next 
petition  day. 

Let  tlie  Petition  stand  over  till  this  day  fortnight^  with 
liberty  to  insert  fresh  advertisements  for  that  day. 

(a)  9  W.  R.  20. 
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EGMONT  V.  DARELL.  J«i.  isrt. 

J  HE  Plaintiff  in  this  suit  was  the  heir  of  Henry  Earl  of  Practice— Eeir 
Egmont.  The  Defendants  were  persons  claiming  under  Sir  '^^^^^ 
Edward  Jlemeyy  who   had   been  the  Earl   of  Egmont  a      Fiiot.o.42). 
confidential  agent  and  solicitor^  and  to  whom  the  Earl  had  On  a  bill  by 
devised  all  his  real  and  personal  property  in  Greai  Britain  ing  Mi'iatoe^' 
and  Ireland^  subject  to  certain  legacies.  no^or  th? 

purpose  of  ob- 

The  Earl  had  died  on  the  23rd  of  December,  1841,  en-  t»intag  inci- 

dental  relief 

titled  in  fee,  subject  to  incumbrances,  to  large  estates  in  tbo  Court  u 
Ireland,  and  to  estates  of  comparatively  small  value  in  Mi!°ffo£r°  Act 
England  axki  Wales.  SJ^qailSon   ' 

At  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  Bill,  no  real  property  in  ting  the  partly 
England  and  Wales  was  held  by  the  Defendants  under  tne  ^^^  Ba^V^ 
wilL  the  whole  having  been  sold  in  the  year  1856,  and  the  •naiogy  to  the 

•  old  practice,  the 

proceeds  applied  in  payment  of  mortgages,  which  affected  Court  will  in 
aU  the  estates.  ^^^^ 

trial  by  jury, 

The  Plaintiff  had  instituted  proceedings  (which  were  ">d(witha 

still  pending)  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Ireland  to  set  contingency  of 

aside  the  will  with  respect  to  the  Irish  estates,  and  for  a  new^nai)  will 

conveyance  of  the   outstanding  legal  estate,  offering  to  ^'be^bSbw*** 

redeem  the  mortgages  thereon.  itaeit 

The  present  Bill,  which  was  filed  in  December,  1860, 
alleged  that  the  will  was  obtained  by  firaudulent  misrepresen  • 
tations,  and  prayed  that  an  issue  devisavit  vel  non  might  be 
directed,  for  the  purpose  of  trying  the  validity  of  the  will 
as  regarded  the  real  estate  in  England;  that  any  unsold 
estate  might  be  conveyed  to  the  Plaintiff,  he  offering  to 
redeem  any  mortgage  which  ought — as  between  him  and 
the  Defendants — ^to  be  considered  unsatisfied ;  for  an  ac- 
count of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  devised  estates,  and 
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of  the  moneys  applicable  to  the  discharge  of  incumbrances 
upon  them,  including  the  personal  estate  of  Lord  Egmonty 
and  for  a  receiver.  In  this  way  the  validity  of  the  will 
cimie  incidentally  in  question,  and  formed  the  chief  cont^ 
in  the  suit. 

No  decision  was  ultimately  called  for  on  the  questions  of 
fact  involved,  and  only  so  much  of  the  case  will  be  reported 
as  relates  to  the  points  of  law  and  practice  discussed  by 
the  Vice-Chancellor. 


ArgmnettL  Sir  H.  Caims,  Mr.  Grifardy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wickens 
for  the  Plaintiff,  argued,  that,  upon  the  evidence,  it  was 
clear  that  the  will  was  firaudulently  obtained,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  was,  at  any  rate,  entitled  to  an  issue. 

The  Solieitor-General  (Sir  RoundeU  Palmtr\  Mr. 
Jamesy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  Pearson  for  the  principal  Defen- 
dants, Sir  Lionel  and  Lady  Darelly  argued  in  support  of 
the  will,  and  also  contended,  that,  primarily,  the  right  of 
an  heir  was  ^mply  to  have  terms  or  other  obstacles  to  an 
ejectment  put  out  of  the  way,  and  that  the  direction  of  an 
issue  was  merely  substituted  for  convenience  of  procedure 
in  certain  cases,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  enlarging  the 
rights  of  the  heir.  Therefore,  in  a  case  like  this,  where 
no  action  could  be  brought,  and  where,  consequently,  the 
heir  was  not  entitled  to  his  ordinary  remedy,  the  Court 
would  not  improve  his  position  by  granting  the  substituted 
remedy.  Now  here  there  could  be  no  action  of  ejectment, 
for  two  reasons— one,  because  there  was  no  land  in  England 
to  form  the  subject  of  the  action ;  and  the  other,  because 
the  Statute  of  Limitations,  though  it  had  not  run  at  the 
filing  of  the  Bill,  had  since  become  a  final  bar  to  an  action. 
Independently,  therefore,  of  the  validity  of  the  will,  there 
could  be  no  issue. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

They  further  contended,  that  the  recent  Act  (a)  pro- 
hibited the  Court  from  directing  an  issue,  and  required  it 
to  determine  all  questions  of  law  itself;  and  that,  if  there 
was  to  be  a  trial,  it  could  only  be  by  summoning  a  jury  in 
this  Court,  the  enactment  clearly  appljring  to  every  possi- 
ble case,  with  the  single  exception  provided  for  by  the  4th 
section. 

Mr.  Willeockj  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Baily  for  the  executors  of 
Miss  Percevaly  who  was  heiress-at-law  of  the  testator  at  the 
time  when  the  English  estates  were  sold. 

Mr.  Crachnell  for  Lady  Ttemey. 

Sir  B.  CairMy  in  reply : — 

The  heir  has  at  any  time,  up  to  the  last  day  of  the 
twenty  years,  an  absolute  right  to  an  issue  to  try  the 
validity  of  an  alleged  will,  irrespective  of  the  evidence  on 
the  point ;  and  we  need  not  have  gone  into  any  evidence 
but  for  the  purpose  of  explaining  the  delay,  and  showing 
that  it  did  not  arise  from  our  laches.  It  is  true,  that  it  was 
a  common  practice  to  direct  an  action  putting  terms  out  of 
the  way ;  but  in  cases  where  an  action  is  impossible,  as  it  is 
here,  the  right  of  the  heir  is  to  have  the  question  tried  upon 
an  issue  directed  by  the  Court.  This  was  the  old  practice, 
and  the  recent  Act  has  not  altered  it.  On  the  other  side 
it  is  contended,  that  the  recent  Act  has  given  a  new  juris- 
diction to  this  Court,  to  decide  on  the  validity  of  wills  of 
real  estate  coming  incidentally  in  question.  But,  in  truth, 
the  Act  gives  no  new  jurisdiction  at  all.  It  merely  renders 
compulsory  what  was  optional  under  the  Act  of  1852  (()• 
That  statute  had  prohibited  the  sending  of  cases  to  a  Court 
of  Law,  but  it  left  it  optional  with  the  Court  to  direct  an 
action.   Now,  in  the  cases  contemplated  by  the  Legislature, 
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the  option  is  taken  away,  and  the  Court  is  reqnired  to 
decide  incidental  legal  questions  fcM*  itself.  If,  therefore, 
the  Court  has  now  a  jurisdiction  to  decide  such  questions 
as  this,  which  it  is  bound  to  exercise,  it  has  equally  bad 
the  jurisdiction  since  1852,  although  its  exercise  was 
optional.  Now  it  is  quite  settled  by  the  whole  course  of 
decision  since  1852,  that  the  Chancery  Improvement  Act 
did  not  enable  the  Court  to  decide  for  itself  on  the  validity 
of  a  will  of  real  estate ;  and  if  that  is  so,  then  the  recent  Act 
does  not  either  compel  or  enable  the  Court  to  do  so.  The 
two  statutes  are  co-extensive  as  to  the  jurisdiction,  though 
the  one  makes  that  compulsory  which  before  was  optional ; 
and  as  it  is  settled  that  the  Act  of  1852  was  not  meant  to 
relate  to  questions  of  this  kind,  where  the  ground  of  relief 
is  the  alleged  invalidity  of  a  will  of  realty,  but  only  to  inci- 
dental legal  questions  arising  in  a  suit  where  the  Court 
had  jurisdiction  according  to  its  ancient  practice,  so  it 
follows  that  the  recent  Act  is  also  limited  in  the  same  way. 

The  recital  of  this  statute  is  conclusive  in  favour  of  this 
view,  and  shows  that  the  object  was  not  to  enlarge  the 
jurisdiction,  but  to  compel  the  Court  to  exercise  the  juris- 
diction which  it  already  possessed.  The  4th  section  is  not 
an  exception,  excluding  by  inference  every  other  exception, 
but  a  mere  proviso  introduced  ex  abundanti  cautel&. 


JudgmmL        ViCE-ChANCELLOB  SiB  W.  PaGE  WoOD  : — 

I  am  not  now  about  to  decide  this  case,  but  I  think  it 
right  to  say,  that,  in  my  own  opinion,  two  or  three  im- 
portant considerations  arise. 

The  first  point,  which  is  of  undoubted  importance,  is, 
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whether  this  Court  not  onlj  has  jiirisdiction,  bat  is  bound 
to  determine  the  question  of  the  validity  or  the  invahdity  of 
this  will,  arising,  as  it  does  in  this  Court,  incidentally  on  a 
Bill  filed  for  the  purpose  of  having  certain  moneys  applied 
in  the  redemption  of  an  IrUh  mortgage* 

The  next  question,  which  is  involved  in  the  former,  is, 
whether  or  not  the  Act  passed  in  the  last  session  of  Parlia- 
ment removed  the  possibility  of  this  Court  sending  to  a 
Court  of  Common  Law  the  trial  of  a  q^uestion  such  as  this, 
and  whether  it  did  or  did  not  impose  on  this  Court  the 
necessity  of  determining  it  itself. 

Then,  thirdly,  there  is  a  question  of  great  importance, 
what  discretion  this  Court  has  as  to  the  mode  of  trial.  If 
I  am  bound  to  determine  the  question  myself,  am  I,  by 
analogy  to  the  old  practice,  also  bound  to  determine  it 
through  the  medium  of  an  issue  T  At  present,  the  inclina-' 
tion  of  my  mindjs,  that  I  ought  not  to  send  the  case  to  a 
Court  of  Law.  But,  at  the  same  time,  it  is  a  very  grave 
question,  whedier,  by  analogy  to  all  that  has  been  done 
before,  I  ought  not  to  direct  a  trial  by  a  jury.  The  decision 
would  be  subject  to  the  question — ^how  far  the  lapse  of  time, 
or  the  acts  of  the  heir,  or  other  circumstances,  may  or  may 
not  have  given  the  Court  a  discretion  to  say,  whether  it  is 
fit,  under  existing  circumstances,  that  the  case  should  be 
tried  through  the  medium  of  a  jury. 

I  feel  the  extreme  gravity  of  these  questions,  and  should 
not  have  thought  it  necessary  to  have  said  a  word  at  the 
present  time,  were  it  not  for  the  pendency  of  the  suit  in 
Irelandy  and  in  order  to  intimate  the  course  I  should 
take,  if  it  should  become  necessary  to  give  judgment  before 
the  litigation  in  Ireland  has  come  to  an  end.  In  that  case 
(if  I  finally  remain  of  the  opinion  which  I  entertain  at 
present,  that  I  am  not  at  liberty  to  direct  an  action;,  I 
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shotild  try  it  mjself  in  this  Court ;  and  for  this  reaaon :  I 
entirely  concur  in  the  justice  of  the  view  which  seems 
to  have  been  entertained  by  Lord  Eld(m{a)y  that 
wherever  it  was  proper  to  have  a  case  tried  by  a  jury, 
the  right  course  was,  not  to  direct  an  issue,  but  rather  to 
direct  terms  to  be  set  aside  in  an  action,  so  that  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  might  go  before  that  Court  by  which 
the  case  had  been  tried:  it  would  be  inconvenient 
to  direct  an  issue,  because  the  motion  for  the  new 
trial  would  be  made  here;  whereas,  if  an  action  were 
directed,  the  motion  for  the  new  trial  would  go  before  the 
Court  of  Common  Law,  and  they  would  finally  dispose  of 
it.  Following  exactly  the  same  principle,  if  I  finally  come 
to  the  conclusion  that  there  should  be  a  trial  by  a  jury,  I 
shall  have  it  tried  here  and  not  elsewhere,  so  that  any 
motion  for  a  new  trial  may  be  made  before  the  Court 
which  tried  the  issue.  At  present,  I  have  not  made  up 
my  mind  as  to  whether  there  ought  to  be  a  trial  or  not. 


MardkBtk, 


Vicb-Chancbllor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood. — I  have 
had  this  cause  put  into  the  paper,  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
plaining why,  notwithstanding  my  aniiety  to  dispose  of  it 
at  once,  it  appears  to  be  improper  to  do  so,  having  regard 
to  the  position  of  the  litigation  in  Ireland. 

It  would,  certainly,  not  be  proper — in  a  case  where  the 
Courts  of  this  country  and  of  Ireland  have  concurrent  juris- 
diction over  the  same  question — to  wait  for  the  decision  of 
the  Irish  Courts  before  pronouncing  judgment.  It  is  not 
with  any  view  of  that  kind  that  I  intend  to  postpone  my 
judgment.  The  real  question  which  causes  the  difficulty, 
is,  whether  the  rights  of  the  parties  in  this  suit  may  not  be 
affected  by  the  results  of  the  Iriah  suit,  quite  irrespectively 
of  the  view  I  might  take  of  the  controversy  raised  before 

(a)  See  Pemherton  v.  Pemberton^  11  Vc«.  60. 
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me.  And  this  clearly  would  be  so.  The  nature  of  this 
suit  is  such,  that  it  is  impossible  to  come  to  any  conclusion 
until  I  know  what  the  position  of  the  parties  is  with 
reference  to  the  Irish  lands — whether,  in  short,  the  Plaintiff 
has  or  has  not  a  right  to  redeem  the  mortgages  thereon. 


569 


1863. 


Jti^mtnL 


The  main  contest  before  me  turns  upon  the  claim  of 
the  Plaintiff  to  have  a  large  sum  of  money  applied  to* 
wards  the  liquidation  of  the  mortgages  in  Ireland.  This 
suit,  therefore,  is  ancillary  to  the  Irish  proceeding,  and  the 
whole  contest  in  this  Court  as  to  the  will  (there  being  no 
land  in  England  affected  by  the  dispute)  depends  entirely 
on  the  preliminary  question,  whether  any  right  exists  in 
the  Plaintiff  to  redeem  the  Irish  estates.  [His  Honour 
then  pointed  out  in  detail,  that,  as  to  the  great  mass 
of.  the  sums  claimed,  the  Plaintiff  would  have  no  right 
whatever,  whether  the  will  were  good  or  bad,  except  on  the 
assumption  of  a  right  to  redeem  the  Irish  mortgages.]  If 
the  decision  should  be  that  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
redeem  the  Irish  estates,  then  I  apprehend  there  would  be 
a  clear  right  to  have  all  these  large  sums  of  money 
applied  for  the  purpose,  if  the  will  were  out  of  the  way ; 
and,  even  without  setting  aside  the  will  as  regards  the 
English  land,  the  Plaintiff  would  be  entitled  to  have  some 
of  these  moneys,  which  formed  the  pure  personal  estate  of 
Earl  Henrf/y  so  applied,  because  the  right  of  the  heir  is  to 
have  the  mortgages  paid  off  out  of  the  personal  estate. 
There  would,  therefore,  be  some  relief  (If  the  right  to  re- 
deem exists),  whichev^  way  I  might  decide  the  question 
as  to  the  validity  of  the  will. 

That  compels  me  to  consider  the  case  firom  this  point  of 
view.  If  I  had  come  to  the  conclusion,  that,  whatever  the 
decision  in  Ireland  may  be,  some  relief  will  have  to  be  given 
here,  it  would  be  very  improper  to  await  the  result  of  the 
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Irish  suit.  But,  it  appears  to  me,  that  this  is  not  the  position 
of  the  case.  If  it  should  be  determined  in  Inland  that  the 
Plaintiff  has  the  right  to  redeem  the  IrUh  mortgages,  then 
I  am  of  opinion,  that,  irrespectively  of  the  validity  of  the 
will  as  to  the  real  estate  in  Englandy  there  would  be  a  right 
to  have  the  personalty  applied,  which  would  be  sufBcient  to 
sustain  the  Bill.  On  the  other  hand,  my  present  impres- 
sion is,  that,  if  the  right  to  redeem  the  Irish  mortgages  is 
not  established,  this  Bill  ought  to  be  dismissed  altogether. 
Whether  this  would  be  so  or  not,  turns  upon  two  points 
that  were  argued  very  strongly  by  Sir  H.  Caims  ;  first, 
whether  the  Court,  under  the  old  practice,  had  any  and 
what  discretion,  or  whether  the  heir  was  entitled  to  an 
issue  as  of  right ;  and,  secondly,  how  far  the  practice  is 
affected  by  Mr.  Rolfs  Act. 

I  stated,  at  the  close  of  the  argument,  what  th^  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  Court  was.  The  contention  was,  that  the 
simple  province  of  the  Court  was  to  remove  obstacles  in  the 
way  of  a  trial  at  law.  But,  in  the  first  place,  one  may 
remark,  that,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  a  suit  to  try  the 
validity  of  a  will  soon  after  the  event,  there  are  two 
courses  open.  The  more  common  one  is,  to  remove  the 
terms  or  other  obstacle  to  a  trial  at  law,  and  to  direct  an 
action  of  ejectment.  The  other  is,  to  direct  an  issue  to 
try  the  case ;  and  then  the  whole  matter  would  not  be  re- 
mitted to  larw,  but  a  new  trial  would  be  moved  for,  if 
necessary,  in  this  Court 

But  no  authority  was  cited,  nor  can  I  find  any  as  to  the 
course  to  be  pursued  when  not  a  single  acre  of  land  is 
left,  and  the  ordinary  proceeding  by  directing  an  action  of 
ejectment  is,  therefore,  impossible.  Nothing  can  be  done 
except  to  direct  an  issue.  And,  in  such  a  case,  the  Court 
of  Chancery  must,  under  the  old  practice,  have  directed  an 
issue  for  the  purpose  of  informing  its  own  conscience* 
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However,  the  case  is,  in  mj  opinion,  materially  altered 
by  Mr.  Rolfs  Act.  It  was  argued  strongly,  that,  if  I  gave 
such  a  construction  to  this  Act  as  was  contended  for  by 
the  Defendants,  I  should  be  assuming  a  jurisdiction  which 
was  never  intended  to  be  conferred.  It  is  urged,  that  by 
the  Act  of  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86(a),  it  was  already  enacted, 
that  cases  should  not  be  sent  to  law,  and  that  the  Court 
might  determine  a  legal  title  without  requiring  the  parties, 
to  proceed  at  law  to  establish  the  same ;  and  then  it  is 
said,  that  if  I  held  the  Court  bound,  under  Mr.  liolfs  Act, 
to  take  into  its  own  hands  the  decision  of  a  question 
relating  to  the  devise  of  real  estate,  the  Court  must,  by 
parity  of  reasoning,  be  considered  to  have  had  a  similar  juris- 
diction (though  a  discretional  one)  under  the  former  Act 
I  am  not  so  clear  that  that  would  be  a  reductio  ad  absurdum 
if  it  were  so.  But  the  new  Act  is  worded  very  diffei'ently 
from  the  former  statute,  and  appears  to  me  to  take  away 
any  discretion  on  the  subject,  because  the  first  section 
enacts  ((),  ^^  that  in  all  cases  in  which  any  reliefer  remedy 
within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  is  or 
shall  be  sought  in  any  cause  or  matter,  and  whether  the 
title  to  such  relief  or  remedy  be  or  be  not  incident  to  or 
dependent  upon  a  legal  right,  every  question  of  law  or  &ct 
cognisable  in  a  Court  of  Common  Law,  on  the  determina- 
tion of  which  the  title  to  such  relief  or  remedy  depends, 
shall  be  determined  by  or  before  the  same  Court.'' 


1868. 
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The  words  are  as  complete  as  they  could  be^  and  it  is 
impossible  to  shrink  from  the  consequence— that  I  am 
bound  to  decide  every  question,  legal  or  equitable,  which 
may  arise  in  the  course  of  any  investigation  before  me. 
And  this  is  made,  if  possible,  clearer  by  the  exception  in 
the  4th  section,  which  provides,  that,  where  the  object  of 


(a)  Sect.  61. 


(ft)  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  42. 
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a  suit  in  equity  is  to  recover  or  defend  the  possession  of 
land  under  a  legal  title,  or  under  a  title  which  would  have 
been  legal  but  for  some  outstanding  term  or  mortgage, 
such  relief  only  shall  be  given  as  would  have  been  proper, 
according  to  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  Court,  if  this 
Act  had  not  passed.  So  that  the  Legislature  appears  to 
have  contemplated  the  possibility  of  a  case,  such  as  it  is 
contended  that  this  case  is,  in  which  a  Court  of  Equity 
would  simply  set  aside  terms  and  other  obstacles ;  and  in 
a  case  within  that  proviso  the  Legislature  leaves  the  Court 
to  pursue  its  old  course,  neither  extending  nor  restricting 
the  jurisdiction. 


The  proviso,  however,  has  no  application  to  the  pre- 
sent suit.  The  question  before  me  is  simply  a  money 
right.  None  of  the  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Court  consists  of  land,  and,  in  fact,  it  would  be  im- 
possible to  send  the  case  to  law  for  trial  in  an  action. 
Looking  to  this  circumstance,  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore, 
that,  assuming  a  case  to  be  made  out  suiRcient — ^having 
regard  to  all  the  circumstances — ^to  warrant  an  inquiry  as 
to  the  will,  I  am  bound  to  try  it  by  means  of  an  issue. 


If  the  decision  in  Ireland  should  be  adverse  to  the 
Plaintiff,  the  main  foundation  of  this  suit  will  be  cut  away, 
and  in  that  case  it  might  be  proper  to  dismiss  this  Bill. 
If,  on  the  other  hand,  the  Plaintiff  succeeds  in  Ireland^  he 
will  have  a  title  to  some  relief,  whatever  may  be  my  view 
as  to  the  will ;  and,  in  such  a  case,  the  fact  of  his  having 
a  right  to  some  relief  might  be  very  important  to  consider, 
with  reference  to  the  propriety  of  granting  an  issue  as  to 
that  part  of  the  relief  which  would  depend  on  the  validity 
of  the  will.  The  result  of  the  IrUh  suit  would,  therefore, 
form  one  of  the  most  material  circumstances  to  be  consi- 
dered in  this  suit. 
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On  the  other  hand,  the  decision  of  this  suit  can  have  no 
effect  on  the  position  of  the  parties  in  Ireland.  It  would 
merely  be  a  judgment  on  a  similar  question.  If  I  de- 
cided against  the  Plaintiff,  there  would  only  be  so  much 
less  money  applicable  to  the  mortgages ;  but  the  right  to 
redeem,  which  is  in  controversy  there,  would  in  no  way  be 
touched  by  this  circumstance. 

For  these  reasons,  therefore,  the  cause  will  stand  over 
for  judgment,  until  it  is  determined  in  the  Iriih  suit 
whether  or  not  the  Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  redeem. 


1868. 
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'Note, — ^The  cause  in  Ireland 
was  heard,  and  an  issue  directed ; 
but  before  verdict  the  case  was 


compromised.  No  further  judg- 
ment, therefore,  was  pronounced 
in  the  English  suit. 


EADEN  V.  FIRTH. 


Jfi^20ik. 


This  was  a  motion  for  injunction.    The  Plaintiff  was  a  ''^J*^^^ 

house-owner  at  Sheffield^  and  the  Defendants  were  manu-  Pracrioe— 26  ^ 

facturers  of  steel  there,  who  had  recently  erected  an  enor-  ,  ^.„ 

,  .  .    .        A  bill,  to  fa- 

mous steam  hammer  on  premises  adjoining  the  Plaintiff's  ttrain  a  noi- 

house.    The  Plaintiff  produced  evidence  to  show  that  the  the^proyirions 

inmates  of  his  house  could  not  sleep  in  consequence  of  the  2lcU26^26 

noise  and  rocking  produced  by  the  hammer,  and  he  moved  Vict  c.  42) ; 

^^  "^  ^  and  the  CJourt 

has  no  longer 
the  power  to 
require  the 
Plaintiff  to  es- 
Ublish  his  right 
at  law. 

Bat  this  does 
not  affect  the  Defendant's  right  to  have  the  question  of  nolsanee  or  no  nuisance  decided  bj  a  juiy. 

Principle  on  which  the  Court  acts  in  determining  whether  or  no  to  grant  ii^unctions  in 
such  cases. 

SenMe^  this  Court  will  not,  ordinaiilj,  try  a  question  of  nuisance  before  itself,  unless  the  acts 
complained  of  have  been  done  in  London  or  Middletex^  but  will  direct  an  issue. 


for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  nuisance. 


Mr.  Rolty  Q.C.y  and  Mr.  Eodwelly  for  the  motion. 
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Sir  Hugh  Cairns,  Q*C.,  and  Mr.  Marten^  contra,  were 
not  heard. 

nam  rpj^^  Vick-Chanceltx)R  asked  Sir  Hugh  Cairns  whether 

ArgumttiL     he  desired  to  have  the  question  tiied  by  a  jury. 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns. — Certainly. 


JudgnmL       ViOB-ChANCELLOB  SiR  W.    PaGE  WoOD  : — 

There  is  a  very  serious  question  to  be  tried  in  this  case ; 
and  I  certainly  should  not  determine  it  without  giving  the 
Defendant,  as  he  desires  it,  the  opportunity  of  taking  the 
opinion  of  a  jury  upon  the  point.  I  do  not  say  that  there 
is  no  case  in  which  this  Court  would  act  at  once ;  if  I  could 
see  clearly,  for  instance,  that  there  could  be  no  possible 
defence,  or  if  it  were  a  case  in  which  there  was  no  conflict 
of  evidence  whatever,  then,  notwithstanding  Lord  Cotten- 
hanCs  well-known  dictum,  that  there  should  be  no  perpetual 
injunction  without  an  action,''  I  should  feel  myself  au- 
thorised to  act  at  ,once  without  putting  the  parties  to  any 
further  expense  and  delay. 

Then,  as  soon  as  it  is  clear  that  an  action  (or  what,  but 
for  the  recent  statute,  would  have  been  an  action,)  is  to  be 
tried,  the  only  remaining  question  is,  whether  the  balance 
of  convenience  is  in  favour  of  or  against  the  issue  of  an 
interlocutory  injunction. 

If  I  found  any  real  apprehension  of  serious  and  im- 
mediate injury  to  health,  or  of  any  pressing  character  of 
the  like  nature  (such  as  the  cases  of  stench  or  of  appre- 
hended inundation),  I  would  interfere  to  prevent  such 
irreparable  injury  in  the  meantime ;  but  in  this  case  I  see 
nothing  except  annoyance  apprehended  by  the  Plaintiff: 
and  I  certainly  think  that  on  the  question  of  balance  of 
convenience  I  ought  to  refuse  the  injunction.  But  for  the 
operation  of  tlie  recent  Act  the  proper  course  would  have 
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been  tp  direct  the  motion  to  stand  over,  with  Kberty  for  the      ^^C8^ 
Plaintiff  to  take  such  proceedings  at  law  as  may  be  required ; 
and'  I  will  follow  that  comrse  as  nearly  as  the  Legislature 
will  permit  me  to  do,  by  ordering  this  motion  to  stand  over 
till  after  the  trial  of  the  issue  which  I  now  direct. 

Mr.  RoU  urged,  first,  that  I  should  decide  this  question 
myself  without  a  jury ;  and,  secondly,  that  if  I  required  a 
jury  I  should  summon  one  here  before  myself. 

On  the  first  point,  I  do  not  think  that  the  Act  intended 
to  introduce  any  alteration  in  the  principles  on  which  this 
Court  acts ;  and  therefore  I  consider  that  the  Defendant  is 
still  entitled  to  carry  his  case  to  a  jury  in  any  instance  in 
which  he  would,  before  that  Act,  have  been  entitled  to 
require  the  Plaintiff  to  establish  his  right  at  law;  and 
accordingly  I  did  not  hear  Sir  Bugh  Cairns  on  the  merits  of 
the  case,  so  soon  as  I  heard  that  he  desired  to  goto  an  issue. 

On  the  second  point,  I  see  no  reason  in  a  matter  of  this 
kind  for  withdrawing  the  question  from  the  jury  which 
would  natundly  have  had  to  try  it  if  the  Plaintiff  had  in 
the  first  instance  gone  to  law,  more  especially  as  I  know 
that  Middlesex  and  London  jurors  complain  very  much, 
and  not  without  reason,  of  the  great  amount  of  extra  work 
which  is  thrown  upon  them  by  the  practice  of  trying 
country  causes  in  town.  I  will,  therefore,  direct  an  issue 
to  be  tried  at  whatever  town  on  the  Northern  Circuit  the 
parties  may  agree  upon. 


Sir  Bugh  Cairns  suggested,  that  the  question  ought  to  be 

raised  by  indictment;  and  he  instanced  Reg.  v.  United  King^ 

dom  Electric  Telegraph  Co.  (a) :  but  Mr.  Rolt  objecting  to 

take  that  course,  it  was  ultimately  arranged  that  an  issue 

should  be  directed,  to  be  tried  at  Liverpool  at  the  present 

Summer  Assizes,  ^^  Whether  the  Defendant  had  or  not  worked 

his  steam  hammer  in  such  a  manner  as  to  occasion  a  nuisance 

to  the  Plaintiff.'* 

(a)  10  W.  R.  688. 
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19/A,  ^  200,  -p 

Dec,  1th,  JtJiLL  to  set  aside  an  award. 

Award — 9  # 

-  S;^*^  ^  *e  Y^  1855,  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  Bain- 

■r^*'"^y~^*  hrigge  entered  into  partnership  as  brewers  and  maltsters  in 

ahU  at  Law  PniSSia* 
and  m  Equity. 

Where  the  tub-  On  the  23rd  June,  1856,  an  agreement  for  dissolution 

miadon  to  arbi-  i»     ,            . ,                     ,  .                               «i    •          i 

uationdoes  of  the  Said    partnership   was  entered  into  between  the 

ezpi^  igre^  parties,  and  the  concern  was  accordingly  wound  up. 

ment  eDAbling 

m^Le'it^rrllie  "^  *^®   ^^^   ^^^^^  *^®  Defendant  Bainbrigge  filed  a 

of  Court,  the  petition  for  protection  in  the  District  Court  of  Bankruptcy 

brought  within  ^^    Birmingham^   and    such   protection   was   accordingly 

S'thTlL't^'o'f's  granted?  and    the    Defendant    WhUmore  was   appointed 

&  10  WUl.  8,  official  assignee  to  act  in  the  matter  of  the  petition ;  and 

of  the  Common  the    Defendant  Bainbrigge  assigned    all   his  property  to 

Act|  li^ii^  WhitmorBy  in  trust  for  his  creditors,  until  their  claims  were 

17;  nor  h«  the  satisfied. 

Bankmpt  Law  * 

Coneolidation 

Act,  1S49,  s.  The  Plaintiff  made  a  claim  against  Bainhrigg^s  estate 

Bat  in  sach  ^^   rcspect   of   certain  partnership  transactions,  and   the 

a  caae,  this  Defendants  made  counter  claims  against  the  Plaintiff,  and 

low  the  coarse  the  question  was  thereupon  referred  to  the  arbitration  of 

C^a^rfSln.  t^<>  accountants, 
mon  Law,  and 

adopt  a  role  of  The  Submission  was  in  the  following  terms : — 

its  own  in  ana-  ^ 

li!^tiuo^*of  "^  *^®  Matter  of  a  Private  Arrangement  of  Mr. 

the  sutnte.  WilUam  Henry  Bainbrigge* 

where  the  ^^  It  is  agreed,  that  the  accounts  between  Mr.  William 

Sffl'jSTif  ^^'n/  Bainbrigge  and  Mr.  Gilbert  Smith  shall  be  taken 

next  term 

after  the  publication  of  the  award  to  elapse  without  taking  any  steps  to  set  it  aside,  and  had 
afterwards  nnsacoessfally  pleaded  nol  tiel  agard  in  an  action  on  the  award: — Betd^  that, 
althongh  the  award  could  not  have  stood  if  the  matter  had  been  fresh.  It  was  then  too  lata  for 
the  Court  to  interfere. 
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by  Mr.  John  Percivaly  of  Birmingham,  and  Mr.  Samuel  ^  86^ 
Daniellj  of  the  same  place,  and  the  balance  ascertained ; 
that  neither  party  shall  be  at  liberty  to  re-open  the  ac- 
counts ;  and  that  any  balance  found  due  from  Mr.  Bainf 
brigge  shall  be  proveable  upon  his  estate,  and  that  any 
balance  found  due  from  Mr.  Smith  shall  be  recoverable  by 
the  trustee  or  tnistees  under  the  said  petition  for  a  private 
arrangement ;  the  transactions  of  Mr.  Jtufms  Smith  to  be 
considered  as  the  transactions  of  Mr.  0nlbeH  Smith ;  and 
in  case  of  aily  disagreement  between  the  above  accoimtants, 
they  shall  have  power  to  nominate  an  umpire.  Dated  this 
30th  of  August,  1858." 

On  the  same  day  an  order  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
was  made  by  the  Registrar,  sanctioning  the  proposed 
arrangement,  and  directing  that  the  matter  should  be 
referred  to  arbitration  as  agreed. 

The  arbitrators  appointed  one  Mr.  Rotton  as  their  um- 
pire. He  at  first  declined,  saying  that  it  would  take  up  too 
much  of  his  time.  They  represented  to  him  that  his  ser- 
vices would  not  be  much  required ;  and  he  agreed  to  act 
on  the  footing  that  he  was  to  be  consulted  on  points  arising 
under  the  reference  as  to  which  the  arbitrators  felt  a  diffi- 
culty, but  that  he  was  not  to  be  called  upon  to  attend 
the  meetings,  nor  to  hear  evidence,  nor  to  do  more  than 
advise  the  arbitrators  on  points  on  which  they  felt  a  diffi- 
culty. 

The  Plaintiff*s  solicitor  agreed  to  this  arrangement. 

Several  meetings  took  place  before  the^  arbitrators  in  the 
absence  of  Rotton,  and  they  were  attended  by  the  solicitors 
for  the  parties  in  the  usual  way. 

On  three  occasions  the  arbitrators  differed  in  opinion. 


578  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

^68^      and  they  on  each  of  such  occasions  referred  the  matters  in 
question  to  Rotton^  in  the  absence  of  the  parties. 

In  one  instance  the  question  was,  whether  an  adjourn- 
ment should  be  granted,  and  upon  what  terms ;  and  in 
another,  there  was  a  question  whether  or  not  certain 
evidence  should  be  received.  On  neither  of  these  occasions 
was  any  objection  taken  by  either  party  to  the  course 
pursued. 

The  third  of  the  occasions  in  question  occurred  after  the 
meetings  had  been  closed:  the  arbitrators  felt  a  difiSculty 
upon  certain  points  practically  involving  the  main  question 
in  dispute  (the  allowance  or  disallowance  of  a  claim  amount- 
ing to  about  £5000)  ;  and  it  appeared  that  they  had  not 
attempted  to  discuss  the  matter  between  themselves,  but 
had  agreed  at  once  to  be  boimd  by  the  opinion  of  Rotten. 

It  further  appeared  that  Mr.  Morgan,  the  solicitor  for 
the  Plaintiff,  had  met  one  of  the  arbitrators  in  the  street, 
and  then  and  there  told  him  that  he  {Morgan)  objected  to 
the  matters  in  question  being  submitted  to  Rottony  imless 
he  were  attended  by  the  solicitors  of  the  parties,  and  had 
the  points  duly  argued  before  him;  but  the  arbitrators, 
notwithstanding  such  objection,  went  by  themselves  before 
RoUonj  and  took  and  acted  upon  his  opinion. 

On  the  9th  June,  1859,  the  arbitrators  made  their 
award,  whereby  they  awarded  "and  certified  to  the 
Honourable  the  Commissioner  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
for  the  Birmingham  District  ^  that  there  was  the  sum  of 
£364  28.  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to  the  Defendant  Bain- 
hriggej  or  his  assignee. 

In  October,  1859,  the  Defendant  WhUmore  applied  to 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy,  and  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  leave 
to  bring  an  action  on  the  award ;   and  on  the  2nd  Decern- 
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ber,  1859;  the  Plaintiff  appeared  to  show  cause  against  the        i863. 
rule ;  but  the  Court,  on  argument,  made  the  rule  absolute. 

The  Plaintiff  afterwards  moved  in  the  said  Court  for 
the  discharge  of  the  said  rule ;  but  that  motion  was  refused. 

The  Defendant  Whiimore  thereupon  brought  an  action 
in  the  Court  of  Exchequer  upon  the  award,  to  which  the 
Plaintiff  pleaded  ^^  nul  tiel  agard,"  and  issue  was  joined 
thereon. 

This  issue  was  toed  at  the  Staffordshire  Spring  Assizes, 
1860,  before  Mr.  Baron  Bramwell;  when  the  learned 
Judge  stopped  the  case,  and  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered 
for  the  Defendant  at  law  (the  present  Plaintiff),  leave 
being  reserved  to  the  Plaintiff  at  law  to  move  to  set  aside 
that  verdict,  and  instead  thereof  to  enter  a  verdict  for  him- 
self for  the  sum  of  £364  2^. 

Accordingly,  on  the  i9th  of  April,  1860,  Mr.  Hud- 
dleston  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the 
Plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  award  was  the  award  of 
the  arbitrators,  and  that  the  fact  that  the  arbitrators  had 
taken  and  acted  upon  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Rotton  did  not 
vitiate  the  award,  and  that  even  if  the  arbitrators  had 
acted  improperly  in  this  respect,  such  misconduct  was  not 
admissible  in  evidence  under  the  plea  in  question  or  plead- 
able in  bar  to  the  action  on  the  award. 

On  the  5th  June,  1860,  the  present  Plaintiff  showed 
cause  against  the  said  rule,  and  upon  the  argument 
thereof  (a)  such  rule  was  discharged. 

The  Defendant  Whitmore  appealed  from  this  decision 
to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber ;  and  on  the  2nd 
December,  1861,    that   Court   reversed   the  decision    of 

(a)  BqK>rted  6  H.  &  N.  824. 
VOL.  I.  Q  Q 
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the  Court  below,  and  directed  a  verdict  to  be  entered  for 
the  Plaintiff  at  law  (a). 

On  the  7th  March,  1862,  this  Bill  was  filed. 

Evidence  was  taken  in  the  suit  at  some  length,  and  all 
the  proceedings  in  bankruptcy  were  imported  into  the 
case;  but,  save  as  aforesaid,  nothing  appeared  thereiii 
which  was  material  to  any  of  the  points  raised  and 
decided. 

The  cause  now  came  on  for  Hearing. 


Argmnmi.         Mr.  jfoU,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Gray,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Druce,  fcr 
the  Plaintiff:— 

The  question  for  the  Court  is — ^is  there  any  jurisdiction 
or  enactment  to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  to  set 
aside  this  award?  If  this  were  an  award  under  the 
statute  of  William  IIL{b),  the  case  would  be  concluded 
against  us ;  we  could  only  act.  by  making  the  award  a 
rule  of  Court,  and  we  should  now  be  t(x>  late  to  impeach 
it:  Heming  v.  Swinnerton{c).  But  that  statute  only 
applies  where  there  is  an  express  agreement  to  make  the 
submission  a  rule  of  Court. 

Then  comes  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  L854(<2), 
which  provides  that  any  submission  to  arbitration  may  be 
made  a  rule  of  Court,  and  that,  when  made  a  rule  of  any 
Court,  no  other  Court  shall  have  jurisdiction.  This 
awkrd  has  never  been  made  a  rule  of  any  Court. 

The  Bankrupt  Act  contains  no  provisions  affecting  us.  In 
the  first  place,  this  was  not  a  bankruptcy,  but  a  proceeding 

(a)  Reported  7  H.  &  N.  509.  (c)  1 C.  P.  Coop.  886. 

(6)  9  &  10  Wm.  8,  c.  16.  (d)  17  &  18  Vkt.  c.  125, ».  17. 
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under  the  private  arrangement  clauses.  Even  if  it  were 
a  bankruptcy,  there  is  no  provision  for  making  the  sub- 
mission a  rule  of  that  Court.  The  Commissioner  has 
power  to  direct  it  to  be  made  a  rule  of  a  Superior  Court, 
or  he  may  direct  an  action  to  be  brought.  The  only  object 
of  going  before  him  is  to  get  his  sanction  on  behalf  of  the 
body  of  creditors  (a). 

The  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  merely 
determines  that  the  conduct  complained  of  did  not  make 
the  award  so  utterly  void  as  to  justify  a  plea  of  no  such 
award(&) :  and  a  special  plea  of  the  facts  would  have  been 
bad:  Dresser  v.  Stans/ield{c). 

There  has  been  no  acquiescence ;  we  obtained  a  verdict, 
and  therefore  were  not  called  upon  to  move  till  after  that 
verdict  had  been  set  aside.  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  Chamber  was  not  delivered  till  December, 
1861,  and  the  Bill  was  filed  in  the  following  March. 

We  did  not  learn,  till  the  evidence  was  given  at*the  trial, 
that  the  very  evils  which  we  had  anticipated  as  likely  to 
result  from  the  irregular  conduct  of  the  arbitrators,  had 
actually  occurred  in  fact.  The  discovery  *  of  this  fresh 
evidence,  if  too  late  to  be  used  as  a  defence  to  the  action,  is 
a  ground  for  the  interference  of  this  Court:  Jarvis  v.  Chandn 
ler{d) ;  Farquhar$on  v.  Pitcher{e)\  Bateman  v.  Willoeif). 

On  the  merits  it  is  dear,  that,  if  your  Honour  has 
jiurisdiction  to  deal  with  it,  this  award  cannot  stand.  The 
arbitrators  own  that  they  not  only  went  before  Rotton  on  a 
statement  of  their  own  in  the  absence  of  the  parties,  but 
also  surrendered  their  own  judgment  entirely  to  his.     This 

(a)  12  &  13  Vict,  c  106,  s.  IW.  (d)  T.  &  R.  319. 

(6)  7  H.  &  N.  618.  (0  2  BuneU,  81. 

(c)  14  M.  &  W.  822.  (/)  1  Sch.  &  Lef.  201,  sec  p.  206. 

Q  Q  2 
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1863.  vitiates  the  award:  Morgan  v.  Chreat  Eastern  Railwajf 
Company  {a);  Newry  and  Enniskillen  Bailvtay  Company 
V.  Uhter  Railway  Company{b)* 

ArgymffU.  Harrison  v.  Nettleship{c)j  which  will  be  relied  on  by  the 

other  side,  decides  nothing  more  than  that  this  Court  will 
not  sit  to  hear  an  appeal  from  a  Court  of  Law, 

The  Vice-Chancellor, — If  you  have  a  defence  which 
you  may  raise  either  at  law  or  in  equity,  and  you  choose  to 
take  your  chance  there  and  fail,  you  must  not  afterwards 
come  here(d). 

[They  also  referred  to  Veale  v.  Warner  {e)^  Millay.  Bay^ 
ley{f)y  NicholU  v.  Roe(g\  3  &  4  WiU-  4,  c.  42(A), 
Wills  V.  Maccarmick{i)I\ 

Mr.  AmpJiletty  Q.C.,  Mr.  Prendergast,  and  Mr.  Dowdes-^ 
well  for  the  Defendant : — 

1st.  This  case  is  within  the  Statute  of  William  IIL 

2ndly.  If  not,  the  Court  will  follow  the  analogy  of  that 
statute,  and  will  not  act  where  there  has  been  a  more  con- 
venient mode  of  raising  the  question,  which  has  not  been 
taken  advantage  of. 

3r(2Zy.  The  question  has  been  tried  and  decided  at  law, 
and  the  Plaintiff  is  bound  by  the  decision. 

i:ihly.  All  the  relief  claimed  by  the  Bill  might,  if  the 
Plaintiff  were  entitled  to  it,  have  been  obtained  in  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy. 

(a)  2  N.  R.  538,  snb   nom.  («)  1  Wms.  Saond.  826  a ;  see 

Eastern  Counties  RaUvoay  Co,  v.  827  c,  in  notifl. 

Eastern  Union  Railway  Co.  (/)  82  L.  J.  Ex.  179. 

(&)  8  D.  M.  G.  487.  (^)  8  M.  &  K.  481. 

(c)  2  M.  &  K.  423.  (JO  Sect.  89. 

(<0  See  Thornton  Y.  APKewan^  (i)  2  Wilson,  148. 
ante,  p.  625. 
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5thlt/.  The  Plaintiff  is  bound  by  lapse  of  time. 

IsL  The  effect  of  the  statute  of  William  III.  and  the  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act  taken  together  is,  that  every  sub- 
mission to  arbitration  now  imports  an  agreement  that  it     At^vwhul 
may  be  made  a  rule  of  Court. 

Bat,  when  actually  so  made,  the  Courts  have  no  power  to 
set  it  aside,  except  that  given  by  the  Statute  itself; 
therefore  every  award  when  made  a  rule  must  be  dealt  with 
under  that  statute;  and  that  being  so,  the  principle  of 
Heming  v.  SwmnerUm  applies.  Before  that  Act  no 
award  could  be  enforced  or  set  aside  by  a  Common  Law 
CoTurt,  nor  could  any  such  Court  have  entertained  any 
question  as  to  misconduct  said  to  have  been  cx>mmitted  by 
the  arbitrators,  unless  it  amounted  to  manifest  corruption : 
Anderton  v.  Coxeter  (a).  All  that  the  Court  could  do  was 
to  refuse  to  enforce  it  actively:  Hales  v.  Taylor (h).  Then 
in  cases  of  references  ordered  in  actions,  which  are  not 
within  the  statute,  the  Courts  have  always  applied  the  ana- 
logy of  the  statute  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  the  appli- 
cation must  be  made  while  the  facts  are  fresh  :  Pedley  v. 
Goddard{c) ;  Paxton  v.  Great  North  of  England  Railway 
Company  (d);  Prentices  Chitty*8  Archbold{e);  Russell 
on  Awards  (J)  ;  Rogers  v.  Dallimore  (g) ;  and  there  is  no 
case  in  which  they  have  entertained  the  application  after 
two  terms  have  ielapsed:  Fetherstone  v.  Cooper  {h),  Dodd 
V.  PlaU{i). 

The  Vice-Chancellor. — Has  the  point,  whether  refe- 
rences under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act  are  or  not 

(aVStr.  *>  J0f'  (/)  Pt.  m.,  ch.  ix.,  s.  2  :  p. 

(6)5tr.  696.  642. 

(c)  7  T.  R.  73.  (g)  6  Taunt.  111. 

(d)  8  Q.  B.9S8.  (h)  9  Vee.  67. 

(0  Vol.  2,  p.  1676,  nth  edit.  (i)  6  Jur.  N.S.  631. 
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within  the  Statute  of  WiUiamf  ever  come  before  a  Court  of 
Law? 

Mr.  DowdeswelL — ^I  do  not  know  of  any  such  case.  It 
is  practically  hopeless  to  apply  after  the  time  limited  by 
that  statute,  so  that  the  point  could  hardly  have  arisen. 

indly.  This  Court  will  act  on  this  analogy.  The  reasons 
for  their  judgment  given  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber (a)  show  that  the  statutory  remedy  is  the  more  conve- 
nient one,  and  therefore  the  one  to  be  adopted*  And 
though  there  is  no  absolute  bar  iu  cases  not  within  the 
statute  of  William  IIL,  yet  this  Court  would  be  departing 
from  all  precedent  and  analogy,  did  it  not  hold  the  parties 
bound,  except  under  some  very  peculiar  drcumstances,  to 
come  within  the  time  pointed  out  by  that  Act. 

Zrdly,  The  Plaintiff  has  taken  his  chance  of  success  at 
law.  The  case  he  now  makes  might  have  been  nused  in 
the  action  by  way  of  plea  on  equitable  grounds  (6). 

4dhly.  The  Plaintiff  himself  applied  to  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  to  set  aside  this  award,  which  was  refused.  On 
that  occasion  the  whole  case  was  open  to  him.  Suppose 
your  Honour  to  direct  a  reference  to  determine  whether 
A,  B.  was  or  not  a  creditor  of  C  Z>.,  whose  estate  was 
being  administered,  would  not  your  Honour  allow  him  to 
contest  the  validity  of  the  award  on  any  ground  which 
might  be  tenable.  This  gentleman  might  have  asked  the 
Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  Birmingham  to  refer  back  this 
award :  Londonderry  and  Enniskillen  Railway  Company  v. 
Zfeishman  c) ;  and  he  completely  submitted  to  this  juris- 
diction, for  he  even  afterwards  moved  to  rescind  the  order 
giving  Whitmore  leave  to  sue. 


(a)7H.&N.  617. 


(b)  See  Thornton  v.  APKewan^  uU  rap. 
(c)  12  Beav.  428. 


A.tyuiMH(t 
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6thfy»  There  never  was  a  more  monstrous    proceeding        1868 
in  point  of  time,  and  without  any  reasonable  excuse. 

The  PlaintiflF  appeared  on  the  motion  for  leave  to  com- 
mence the  action,  and  tried  to  persuade  the  Court  to  refose 
such  leave;  whj  did  he  not  take  this  ground  thenf 
Or  if  not  then,  why  did  not  he  apply  to  this  Court  to 
stop  the  trial  f  It  is  not  stated  in  the  Bill  that  any  new 
&cts  came  out  on  the  trial :  Eads  v.  Williams  (a). 

Then  on  the  merits  of  this  objection: — ^the  Plaintifirs 
solicitor  never  objected  to  the  course  taken.  It  was  matter 
of  agreement  between  the  parties  that  this  course 
should  be  adopted,  and  the  Plaintiff  cannot  now  com- 
plain of  it. 

The  Vice-Chakcellor. — ^In  the  case  of  Afor^an  v.  The 
GrecU  Eastern  Railway  Company  (b)  neither  party  went 
before*  the  umpire,  and  they  had  specifically  agreed  to 
adopt  Colemavls  principle.  They  sent  Capt.  GaUon^  the 
umpire,  a  written  statement  of  the  facts,  and  he  referred 
the  accounts  to  Coleman  4r  Co.,  and  acted  on  their  report. 
I  thought,  by  analogy  to  the  cases  where  papers  have  been 
laid  before  experts  for  advice,  that  that  was  sufficient ;  but 
the  Lords  Justices  differed  from  me,  and  set  aside  the 
award.  Following  that  case,  I  am  clear  that  this  award 
cannot  stand,  if  I  reach  that  point 

Mr.  Crray  in  reply : — 

There  is  a  good  reason  for  the  distinction  between  awards 
under  and  not  under  the  Act  of  William  III.  It  is  im- 
portant that  the  submission  to  so  strict  a  limitation  as  to 
time  should  have  been  matter  of  express  agreement 

(a)  4  D.  M.  G.  674. 
(6)  Ubi  sup.,  and  reported  before  the  V.C.,  Id.-44t  J^<^  * 
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Under  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  if  any  Court 
Smith        has  been  specified  in  any  way,  that  Court  has,  as  it  were, 
WHinioRiL    seisin  of  the  case ;  but  that  has  not  been  done  here. 

Argumau.  The  Vicb-Chancellor. — ^If  the  award  had  been  made 
a  rule  of  Court,  the  Court  would  have  acted  on  the  analogy 
of  the  statute. 

Mr.  Gray, — ^A  Court  of  Law  might  have  done  so,  but  a 
Court  of  Equity  will  act  on  its  own  rules. 

The  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  are  imma- 
terial. The  assignees  are  obliged  to  get  leave  to  sue,  in 
order  to  entitle  them  to  costs  as  against  the  estate ;  but 
that  is  a  matter  merely  for  the  creditors  under  the  bank- 
ruptcy, with  which  the  PlaintifiP,  if  a  debtor  to  the  estate 
as  alleged,  would  have  nothing  to  do.  The  Commissioner 
might  have  stopped  the  action,  but  he  could  not  set  aside 

the  award. 

« 

The  Yige-Changellob. — ^Did  not  he  grant  a  rule  nisi 
for  the  purpose  f 

Mr.  Gray. — ^No ;  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  creditors, 
if  they  pleased,  to  oppose  the  granting  of  leave  to  bring  the 
action. 

The  provisions  in  the  Bankruptcy  Act  are  merely  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors. 

All  that  Lord  Eldon  said  in  FeiheraUme  v.  Cooper  (a) 
was,  that  you  could  not  extend  your  time  by  changing  your 
Court.    - 


JtuigmetiL        ViCE-ChANCELLOE  SiB  W.  PaGB  WoOD  I — 

^^^  ^^  This  Bill  has  been  filed  for  the  purpose  of  setting  aside 

(a)  Ubi  sup. 


JuigmmiiL 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  587 

an  award  made  in  a  reference,  between  the  Plaintiff  of  1863. 
the  one  part,  and  the  Defendant  Whitmorej.dA  assignee 
under  a  private  arrangement  made  bj  the  Defendant 
W.  H.  Bainbrigge^  of  the  other  part,  and  the  case  comes 
on  under  the  following  circumstances: — ^The  Defendant 
having  made  an  arrangement  under  the  arrangement 
clauses  of  the  Bankruptcy  Act,  1861,  and  there  being  a 
dispute  between  him  and  the  Plaintiff  with  reference  to 
the  accounts  of  the  partnership  which  had  existed  between 
them,  an  order  was  made  by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in 
these  terms.  [His  Honour  read  the  agreement  above  set 
out  (a)  and  the  order  of  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  sanc^ 
tioning  the  same.] 

In  pursuance  of  this  order  one  Mr.  RotUm  was  duly 
appointed  umpire.  The  two  gentlemen  named  in  the 
order  published  what  they  called  their  award,  dated  the 
9th  day  of  June,  1859,  by  which  they  find  that  a  sum  of 
£364  2s.  was  due  from  the  present  Pluntiff  to  the  estate 
of  the  Defendant  Bainbrigge. 

That  award,  however,  was  come  to  in  this  way : — ^It  is 
represented,  and  although  the  accounts  given  by  the 
parties  are  to  some  extent  conflicting  I  take  it  to  be 
practically  admitted,  that  Rottany  when  appointed  umpire, 
revised  to  devote  to  the  matter  so  much  of  his  time  as 
would  have  been  necessary  to  enable  him  to  hear  the  case 
fully,  but  consented  to  act  as  a  sort  of  referee,  to  hear  and 
decide  any  particular  questions  in  difference  between  the 
arbitrators,  and  that  both  sides  agreed  that  the  arbitrators 
should  be  at  liberty  to  consult  RoUon  from  time  to  time, 
and  obtain  his  opinion  on  such  matters  as  they  arose* 

This  actually  occurred,  not  merely  on  one  or  two  occa- 
sions of  minor  importance,  but  in  reference  to  the  allow- 

(a)  Page  576. 


Judgment 


CASES  m  CHANCERY. 

ance  or  disallowance  of  a  sum  of  £5000,  which  was  the 
principal  matter  in  difference  between  the  parties;  and 
the  arbitrators  adopted  Rottoria  decision  and  embodied  it 
in  their  award;  and  they  signed  such  award  under  the 
impression  that  they  were  bound  to  follow  RotUnCs  opinioni 
although  one  at  least  of  them  did  not  concur  in  that 
opinion,  and  had  not  really  altered  his  own  yiew  of  the 
case. 

Hie  award  is  now  questioned  on  the  ground  that  under 
these  circumstances  it  is  not  the  award  of  the  arbitrators, 
ftnd  that  the  umpire,  whose  award  it  is,  had  not  been 
attended  by  the  solicitors  of  the  parties,  and  therefore  had 
not  had  a  proper  opportunity  of  forming  his  judgment  on 
the  question.  I  did  not  hear  a  reply  upon  that  part  of 
the  case,  because  I  thought  that,  if  the  matter  were  fresh, 
it  could  not  possibly  stand.  Taking  the  case  in  the  most 
favourable  light  for  the  Defendants,  I  find  no  agreement 
that  BoUotCb  opinion  should  be  taken  behind  the  backs  of 
the  parties ;  and  nothing  that  had  passed  on  questions  of 
adjournment,  &c.,  in  which  RottorCa  opinion  had  been 
taken  in  thb  informal  way  without  objection  on  either  side, 
would  have  affected  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  be  heard 
by  the  person  who  was  in  fact  the  judge  to  determine 
upon  their  case. 

The  great  difficulty  I  have  in  this  matter  is  upon  the 
question  of  time. 

The  award  is  dated  the  9th  June,  1859 ;  so  that,  had 
this  been  a  reference  under  the  Act  of  WiUiam  111^  the 
last  day  on  which  any  proceedings  could  have  been  insti- 
tuted for  the  purpose  of  setting  it  aside  would  have  been  the 
23rd  of  the  following  November.  Then  the  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act  provides  that  every  agreement  for  reference 
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in  wliich  there  is  no  clause  to  the  contrary  may  be  made 
a  rule  of  Court,  and  that  when  that  has  been  done,  that 
Court  of  which  it  has  been  so  made  a  rule  shall  alone 
have  jurisdiction  over  the  case ;  then  the  Bankrupt  Law 
Consolidation  Act  has  a  similar  clause,  save  that  under 
that  Act  the  award  is  to  be  made  a  rule  of  a  Court  of 
Common  Law,  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court  being  for 
some  reason  or  other  excluded. 

The  result  of  the  two  Acts  together  would  seem  to  be 
that  the  present  submission,  if  made  a  rule  of  any  Court 
at  all,  must  have  been  made  a  rule  of  one  of  the  Common 
Law  Courts ;  and  that,  if  that  course  had  been  taken,  this 
Court  would  not  have  interfered  in  the  case* 

Then  comes  the  question  (neither  party  having  chosen 
to  make  this  award  a  rule  of  any  Court),  is  the  original 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  in  any  manner  affected  by  these 
statutes  or  any  of  them  ?  This  jurisdiction  clearly  cannot 
be  taken  away  simply  by  the  fact  that  the  submission 
might  be  made  a  rule  of  Courts  unless,  when  so  made, 
such  rule  would  have  been  subject  to  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  of  William  III.  In  that  case  it  is  well  settled, 
that,  whether  ever  made  a  rule  of  Court  or  not,  this  Court, 
unless  it  be  the  Court  specified  in  the  submission,  is  abso- 
lutely excluded.  But  except  by  force  of  that  statute  there 
is  nothing  to  affect  this  Court  until  after  some  other 
Court  has,  as  it  were,  got  possession  of  the  cause. 

The  case  has  been  very  ably  argued  on  both  sides ;  but 
I  cannot  hold  that  the  late  statutes  can  be  read  so  as  to 
import  into  awards  made  under  their  provisions  all  the 
consequences  of  an  award  made  under  the  earlier  Act. 
If  that  had  been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  they 
might  have  effected  their  object,  either  by  direct 
reference  to  the  earlier  Act,  or  by  saying — not,  as  they  have 
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1863.  done^  that  every  agreement  may  be  made  a  rule  of  a 
superior  Court,  but — ^that  every  agreement  in  writing  to 
refer  should  be  construed  as  if  it  had  contained  a  clause  to 
authorise  either  party  thereto  to  make  the  award  a  rule  of 
Court.  Although  even  this  course  would  not  be  so  nar 
tund  as  a  direct  reference  to  the  statutes,  still  I  think 
that  it  might  have  been  in  such  case  successfully  .argued 
that  every  agreement  to  refer  would,  by  virtue  of  the 
implied  clause,  be  brought  under  the  statute  of  William  IIL 
But  the  Legislature  has  not  thought  fit  to  take  either  of 
these  courses,  but  has  simply  empowered  the  parties  to 
make  every  award  a  rule  of  Court ;  and  I  cannot  hold  that 
this  has  the  effect  of  bringing  every  award  within  the 
provisions,  stringent  as  they  are,  of  that  statute. 

Well,  then,  as  I  have  stated,  neither  party  took  the  coarse 
of  making  this  award  a  rule  of  any  Court  whatever ;  but, 
after  the  time  limited  by  the  Act  of  WiUiam  IIL  for  that 
purpose  had  expired,  the  Defendant  Whitnwref  in  Decem- 
ber, 1859,  brought  an  action  on  the  award,  to  which  the 
present  Plaintiff  pleaded  ^^nul  tiel  agard." 

The  course  so  taken  by  the  Plaintiff  can  hardly  be 
accounted  for,  except  by  the  diflBculty  in  which  he  found 
himself,  in  consequence  of  his  having  omitted  to  take  any 
step  for  the  purpose  of  dealing  with  this  award  under  the 
provisions  of  the  statutes,  or  one  of  them.  I  do  not  think, 
however,  that  he  has  lost  anything  by  this  defence  to  the 
action.  Looking  at  the  short  time  which  elapsed  between 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  and  the 
filing  of  the  Bill,  and  considering  that  the  Plaintiff  had  a 
right,  until  that  decision,  to  consider  himself  successful  in 
the  action,  I  think  that  everytliing  which  it  was  open 
for  him  to  do  when  this  plea  was  pleaded,  remained 
open  to  him  at  the  time  when  this  Bill  was  filed. 
At  that  time,  however,  his  opportunity  for  making  this 
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award  a  rale  of  Court,  for  the  purpose  of  setting  it  aside,        1863. 
'  had  passed ;  and    accordingly  this  plea,  which  impugned 
the  award  upon  the  grounds  I  have  ahready  mentioned, 
was  substantially  the  only  defence  which  it  was  then  in  his 
power  to  take. 

On  the  &cts  appearing  at  the  trial,  Mr.  Baron  Bram- 
well  almost  stopped  the  case,  and  directed  a  verdict  for  the 
Defendant  (the  present  Plaintiff),  on  the  express  ground 
that  the  award  was  not  the  award  of  the  arbitrators,  but 
of  Boitan;  and  of  that  opinion  was  the  full  Court  of 
Exchequer. 

I  have  looked  carefiiHy  over  the  report  of  what  took 
place  on  that  occasion,  contained  in  5  HurhUme  4r  Gor- 
man (a)y  and  I  cannot  find  that  the  argument  turned  at  all 
on  the  fact,  that  the  Defendant  had,  by  not  proceeding 
under  the  statute  or  otherwise,  acquiesced  in  the  award. 
That  Court  discharged  the  rule  to  enter  the  verdict  for 
the  Plaintiff  (the  Defendant  Whitmore\  who  thereupon 
appealed  to  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber.  On  the 
hearing  of  this  appeal,  it  was  for  the  first  time  distinctly 
argued  that  it  was  then  too  late  to  take  any  steps  to  set 
aside  the  award  under  the  statute,  and  that  the  plea  was 
bad,  because  the  award  was,  as  a  matter  of  £acty  the  award 
of  the  arbitrators,  however  they  may  have  arrived  at  it. 

I  do  not  think  that  that  Court  went  so  far  as  to  hold, 
as  Mr.  Gray  seems  to  say,  that  on  the  facts  the  Defendant 
was  in  the  right :  they  seem  to  have  avoided  giving  any 
opinion  on  that  point ;  they  thought  him  precluded  firom 
entering  into  that  question,  and  found  against  him  on  the 
simple  ground  of  pleading. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice 

(a)  Ubi  snp. 
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Wittes ;  and  in  the  coarse  of  this  judgment  he  observes^ 
^  In  trnth^  this  objection,  assuming  it  to  be  well  founded,  * 
is  one  of  a  sort  which  ought  to  be  brought  forward  whilst 
the  matter  is  fresh,  in  the  manner  and  within  the  period 
prescribed  by  the  statute  of  WilUam  IIL  in  cases  which 
fall  within  its  provisions,  or  by  the  practice  of  the  Courts 
in  other  cases  within  their  summary  jurisdiction ;  a  juris- 
diction now  extending  over  a  large  number  of  cases,  which 
formerly  belonged  exclusively  to  the  Court  of  Chancery .** 

,  This  brings  me  to  observe  what  is  the  state  of  the  law 
as  regards  the  exercise  of  their  discretion  by  the  Courts  of 
Common  Law,  in  cases  which  do  not  come  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  of  WiUiam  IIL 

There  seem  to  be  two  classes  of  cases : — 

let.  Where  an  action  is  pending,  and  by  consent  there 
is  a  rule  for  a  reference  of  the  action  merely. 

2ndlt/.  Where  in  such  a  case  the  reference  is  of  the 
action  '^  and  all  matters  in  difference  between  the  parties." 

In  the  first  case,  the  Courts  seem  to  have  treated  the 
award  merely  as  a  proceeding  in  the  action,  that  is,  a 
decision  arrived  at  through  the  medium  of  an  arbitrator 
instead  of  through  that  of  a  juiy ;  and,  therefore,  they  have 
held  that  you  must  act  just  as  if  the  case  had  gone  on,  and 
a  verdict  had  been  taken ;  that  is  to  say,  you  must  move 
within  the  first  four  days  of  the  next  term.  But,  in  the 
second  case,  they  so  far  extend  the  time  as  to  permit  the 
parties  to  act  on  the  analogy  of  the  statute  of  WiUiamy  and 
they  have,  therefore,  allowed  either  party  to  come  at  any 
time  before  the  last  day  of  the  succeeding  term,  with  this 
further  relaxation  that,  not  being  bound  by  the  strict 
wording  of  the  statute,  they  felt  that  they  might  firom  time 
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to  time  dispense  with  the  strictness  of  their  own  rule  when        ISdS. 
any  special  circumstances  were  found  to  lead  them  to  take        smixh 
such  a  course.     But  they  were  very  sparing  in  their  ezer-    w„^om. 
cise  of  this  discretion,  and  required  a  very  special  case  in- 
deed to  be  made  before  they  would  extend  the  ordinary 
time.    An  instance  of  the  kind  of  case  which  they  consi- 
dered su£Scient  for  this  purpose  may  be  found  in  Shefry  v. 
Oke  {a)j  where  the  parties   had   agreed   that    the   time 
should  be  extended ;  but  that  agreement  was  afterwards  set 
aside  for  some  irregularity^  and  the  Court  therefore,  in  the 
exercise  of  their  own  discretion,  extended  the  time.    That 
may  serve  to  illustrate  the  principle  on  which  Courts  of 
Law  acted  in  this  matter. 

In  this  case  the  award  was  made  in  Trinity  Vacation, 
1859 ;  and  by  analogy  to  this  rule  the  proceedings  (if  any) 
taken  for  the  purpose  of  trying  its  yalidiiy  ought  to  have 
been  taken  at  latest  on  the  last  day  of  Michaelmas  Term. 
This  not  having  been  done,  the  action  was  brought  in  the 
Christmas  Vacation,  and  the  proceedings  in  the  action  ren- 
dered it  impossible  for  the  parties  to  learn  what  their  rights 
were  for  two  years,  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer Chamber  not  having  been  delivered  till  December, 
1861.  Then  this  Bill  was  filed  in  March,  1862 ;  and  the 
question  I  have  now  to  decide  is,  whether  or  not  under  all 
the  circumstances  and  with  these  dates  the  award  ought 
now  to  be  set  aside. 

Now,  I  see  a  great  disinclination  in  this  Court,  as 
well  as  in  Courts  of  Law,  to  exercise  jurisdiction  with 
respect  to  an  award  which  might  have  been  questioned 
within  the  time  specified  in  the    Statute  of    William. 

(a)  3  Dowl.  849. 
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1868.  The  Court  should  hesitate  before  departing  from  the 
analogy  of  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Legislature  and  the 
Courts  of  Common  Law.  The  principle  on  which  both 
Parliament  and  the  Courts  have  acted  is,  that  an  award 
should  be  a  finals  prompt,  and  speedy  settlement  of  matters 
of  account ;  and  the  Act  of  WiUiam  was  passed  expressly 
to  secure  parties  this  benefit,  by  limiting  very  strictly  the 
time  within  which  an  award  could  be  disturbed.  This 
policy  was  followed  by  the  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
with  some  slight  variations  of  detail,  but  without  any 
alteration  of  the  principle ;  and  the  Courts  of  Common 
Law  have  uniformly  proceeded  on  the  analogy  of  this 
statute,  even  in  cases  where  their  inherent  power  to  act  as 
they  thought  just  was  not  controlled  by  Parliament. 

This  Court  has  followed  the  like  course,  and  Lord  Cotten- 
hanif  in  Chtick  v.  Cremer  (a),  distinctly  laid  it  down,  that,  al- 
though not  bound  by  the  statute,  he  thought  the  Court  ought 
to  follow  it.  Li  reference  to  this  point,  I  may  refer  to  a  pas- 
sage in  Lord  EldorCs  judgment  in  FeiIier$tone  v.  Cooper  {Jb)^ 
where  he  remarks,  ^^  It  is  material  whether  the  case  is 
brought  here  on  those  grounds  the  discussion  of  which  is 
peculiar  to  Courts  of  Equity,  or  additional  to  those  which 
might  have  been  stated  to  the  Court  of  Law.  With6ut  say- 
ing this  jurisdiction  is  shut  out,  the  circumstance  of  not 
applying  to  the  Court  of  Law  is  a  fair  ground  for  this  Court 
to  deal  less  actively  for  a  person  who  could  have  relieved 
himself  at  law  than  where  the  Bill  brings  forward  additional 
grounds,  or  grounds  peculiar  to  this  Court." 

This  gentleman  might  have  been  relieved  at  law  if  hd 
had  taken  the  proper  course  for  that  purpose,  and  had  made 
this  award  a  rule  of  Court  in  proper  time*    1  feel  veiy 

(a)  2  Ph.  477.  (6)  9  Ves.  67. 
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strongly  the  observations  of  Lord  Eldofi  and  Lord  Cottm- 
ham  in  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred,  that  it  is  not 
for  a  Plaintiff  to  move  here  when  he  might  on  the  same 
grounds  have  gone  before  a  different  tribunal.  jJdammit 

To  support  this  Bill  would  be  to  allow  the  Plaintiff  to  get 
an  advantage  from  his  own  laches ;  and  therefore,  although 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court 
is  not  touched  in  any  case  not  within  the  statute  of  William 
IILj  and  that  it  will  look  at  the  case  presented  to  it  irre-^ 
spective  of  the  trammels  imposed  by  that  statute,  still  I 
hold  that  it  must  be  a  very  strong  case  indeed  which  would 
induce  the  Court  to  interfere. 

This  award  could  not  have  stood  had  the  application 
been  made  in  the  term  immediately  succeeding  its  date ; 
but  when  I  am  asked  now  to  set  it  aside,  I  certainly  ought  not 
to  do  so  without  at  least  a  very  strong  opinion  that  there 
has  been  not  merely  a  miscarriage  on  the  part  of  the  arbi- 
trators, but  some  substantial  injustice  done  to  the  Plaintiff. 
But  upon  the  merits  of  this  case  I  am  far  from  feeling 
sure  that,  were  I  to  open  this  award,  and  direct  this  account 
to  be  taken  over  again,  the  result  would  be  materially 
different  from  that  complained  of. 

[His  Honour  then  examined  the  facts  of  the  case,  and 
gave  his  reasons  for  thinking  that  the  arbitrators  had, 
however  irregularly,  come  to  a  conclusion  substantially 
right.] 

Under  these  circumstances  I  cannot  take  upon  myself  to 
say  that  a  person  who  has  let  pass  the  opportunity  of  setting 
the  matter  right  while  fresh,  and  who  then  sets  up  an  unte- 
nable defence  to  the  action,  (and  that  not  by  any  technical 
slip,  but  because  it  was  the  only  defence  left  him  at  the 
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^863.  time,)  can  now,  after  that  defence  has  failed  him  at  law  on 
substantial,  not  technical,  grounds,  come  here  with  the 
veiy  same  case,  and  ask  this  Couii;  for  relief. 

Judffnmt  The  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  based  its  judgment  on 

the  following  considerations :  [His  Honour  read  the 
passage  (a)  beginning  ^^The  importance  of  maintaining  this 
dbtinction,"  down  to  "equitable  considerations.*']  It  is 
urged  here  that  I  can  do  what  the  Court  of  law  here  sajs 
that  it  cannot  do;  but  it  seems  to  me  that  I  cannot  do  so 
either.  If  I  disturb  this  award,  I  must  set  the  whole  thing 
aside,  and  have  the  account  simply  taken  over  again ;  and 
the  only  terms  I  should  have  the  power  to  impose  (and 
which  I  should  of  course  have  imposed  had  I  determined 
to  entertain  this  suit,)  would  be  that  the  Plaintiff  in  Equity 
should  pay  all  the  costs  incurred  at  law  in  consequence 
of  the  course  which  he  has  seen  fit  to  adopt.  But  these 
terms  would,  in  my  opinion,  be  wholly  inadequate^to  meet 
the  justice  of  the  case,  and  I  must  therefore  dismiss  this 
Bill  with  costs. 


(a)7H.«5N.  619. 
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1863. 

June  29^, 
Nov,  loth. 

BOUOICAULT  V.  DELAFIELD.  Copyright-^ 

TDf'amatic  Piece 
HIS  was  a  bill  filed  by  the  author  of  a  dramatic  piece  'copy^l^Act 
(The  CoUeen  Bawn)s  to  restrain  an  infringement  of  his  ^^^%^*^''  ^* 
right  of  representation  by  the  Defendant  who  had  repre-  The  loth 
aented  a  piece  which  was  proved  on  the  evidence  to  be  a  ^^(^rnat^ona^^^ 
piracy  from  the  Colleen  Bawn.  ^  -pJ^P^'^^il'  ^^^ 

^        -^  (7  &  8  Vict  0. 

12)  applies  to 

For  the  defence  it  was  among  other  things  alleged,  that  British  subjects 
the  Plaintiff  had  first  represented  his  own  play  in  New  in"a  «mntV°*^ 
For*,  in  the  United  States,  with  which  country  no  Inter-  J^terart?onal°° 
national  Copyright  Treaty  exists,  and  much  evidence  was  convention 
gone  into  on  the  question  whether  the  piece  represented  in 
New  York  was  or  was  not  substantially  identical  with  the 
Colleen  Bawn  as  represented  in  England. 


Sir  Hugh  Cai/ms,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Sauthgate,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.     Argwnent. 
jDickmson,  for  the  Plaintiff : —  " 

The  International  Copyright  Act  (a)  does  not  apply  to  a 
native  bom  subject  :   Ruaaell  v.  Smith  (b). 

The  Acts  under  which  we  claim  are  the  former  Acts 
which  apply  to  British  subjects  (c),  and  under  the  latter  of 
these  Acts  registration  is  not  necessary. 

This  Court  interferes  to  protect  authors  against  wrongs  of 
two  kinds :  Ist.  Infringement  of  copyright.  2nd.  The  injury 
which  an  author  suffers  from  misrepresentation  of  his  works. 

Our  right  on  the  latter  ground  is  manifest.  The  placards 
shew  on  the  face  of  them  an  intention  to  represent  their 

(a)  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  12.  (c)  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c  15.;  5  &  6 

(b)  12  Q.  B.  217.  Vict.  c.  45. 

U.B,  2 
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1863. 

BOUCICAULT 

V. 

Dblavxxld. 
ArffumeHi. 


play  as  ours :  Lord  Byron  v.  Johnson  (a).  The  differences 
are  merely  colourable,  and  are  themselvee  ground  of  com- 
plaint; Macklinv.  Richardson  (b),  I/Almairu  v.  Boosey  (c). 
But  even  at  common  law  you  cannot  represent  an  UDpul>- 
lished  piece;  Abemethy  v.  Hutekmson  (d),  Coleman  t. 
Wathen  (e) ;  and  representation  on  the  stage  is  not  publica- 
tion for  purposes  of  copyright ;  Mui^ay  v.  EUitson  (/). 
Our  play  never  was  printed  br  published  in  America,  and 
the  play  acted  in  London  is  different  from  that  acted  there. 

Mr.  Willcock,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Oraham  Eastings^  for  the 
Defendant : — 

1st.  As  to  the  alleged  infringement  of  a  right  in  the 
nature  of  a  trademark. 

The  only  appearance  of  any  such  infringement  was  in 
our  first  playbill,  which  was  withdrawn  before  the  Defendant 
bad  even  heard  of  the  proceedings. 

Nothing  is  said  in  the  Bill  about  a  right  to  restrain  ad- 
vertisements, irrespective  of  the  right  to  prevent  the  per- 
formance.   This  is  a  mere  afterthought. 

2ndly.  As  to  the  alleged  infringement  of  copyright. 
The  Plaintiff  has  no  right  except  under  the  statutes 

The  Vice  Chancmllor  referred  to  Donaldson  v.  Beci- 
ett  (gr),  where  the  judges  were  8  to  3  in  favour  of  the  exist- 
ence of  the  common  law  rights  and  6  to  5  in  favour  of  its 
being  taken  away  by  the  statute  of  Anne  (h). 

Mr.  WiUcock.—Ye6.  Therefore  the  right  must  be  found 
within  the  four  comers  of  the  statute.  The  19th  section 
is  the  guide.  A  person  publishing  abroad  is  to  have  the 
benefit  of  the  Act  of  William  IV,  (i),  if  there  be  Interna- 
tional Copyright,  but  not  otherwise.  But  the  previous  pub- 

(a)2Mer.29.  (0  5T.R.245. 

(6)  Amb.  694.  (/)  5  B.  &  Aid.  657. 

(c)  1  T.  &  C.  Ex.  C.  288.  (g)  2  Bro.  P.  C.  2nd  Tomb.  129. 

(rf)  1  H.  &  Tw.  28.  (A)  8  Anne,  c.  19, 

(0  3&4Will.  4,c.l5. 
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lication  out  of  this  country  destroys  the  right  to  any  other        ^^g^ 

than  international  copyright    The  test  is  not  the  nationality 

of  the  author,  bat  the  place  of  first  publication  :  Clemmti 

V.  WaVcer  (a),  Cocks  v.  Purday  (6),  Booaey  v.  Fwrda/y  (c),     Aliment. 

Ovichard  v.  Mori  (d),  Jeferya  v.  Booaey  (e). 

A  foreigner,  denizen  here,  acquires  the  right.  An  Eng- 
liAman  puUishing  abroad  has  no  right,  except  under  the 
International  Copyright  Act 

The  Plaintiff  has  stated  himself  out  of  court  by  adniitting 
that  he  has  printed  one  copy. 

The  YiOE  Chancellob. — ^For  the  use  of  Her  Mijesty. 

Mr.  Hastings. — ^The  true  construction  of  s.  19  is,  that 
"  published  '^  is  used  distributively. 

Odeman  v.  Wathen  was  a  case  und^r  the  statute  of 
Anne,  and  does  not  affect  this  Act 

Mr  Southgate,  Q.C.,  in  reply  : — 

**  Author/'  in  the  construction  of  the  statute  of  Atme,  was 
held  to  mean  "  Britisli  Author ; "  so  here  '' AuUior  '*  is  equi- 
valent to  "author,  who  is  a  subject  of  a  oountiy  with  which 
there  is  International  Copyright'' 

But  an  author  denizened  here  is  a  British  author: 
Jefferys  v.  Boosey  (e). 

If,  the  Defendant  be  right,  no  registration  could  have 
helped  the  Plaintiff^  because  there  is  no  International 
Copyright  with  America.  Suppose  a  person  resident  here 
were  to  send  his  book  over  to  America  for .  publication,  and 
it  was  published  there  the  day  before  it  was  published  hm^, 
could  it  be  contended  that  he  was  not  within  our  own 
Copyright  Act? 

TheYiCB  Chanceltx)B  reserved  judgment 

(a)  2  B.  &  C.  S61.  (d)  9  L.  J.  O.  a  Chanc.  227. 

(b)  5  C.  B.  860.  (e)  4  H.  L.  Cas.  815. 

(c)  4  Ex.  145. 


600 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


1863. 

BOUCICAULT 
V, 

Delatield. 

Nov.  lOth. 
JudgmmU, 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

In  this  case  one  or  both  of  the  parties  have  beconae 
bankrupt  since  the  Hearing ;  but  upon  the  authorities  the 
course  of  the  Court  under  such  circumstances  is  to  deliver 
judgment  notwithstanding  the  bankruptcy. 

The  Bill  was  filed  by  Mr.  BoudcauU  to  restrain  the  ori- 
ginal Defendant  from  representing  a  dramatic  piece  com- 
posed by  the  Plaintiff  called  the  CoUeen  Baton,  which  it 
was  alleged  the  Defendant  had  produced  in  derogation  of 
the  Plaintiff's  rights.  The  defence  was  twofold : — In  the 
first  place,  it  was  said  that  there  was  no  such  representation ; 
but  upon  the  evidence  I  have  no  doubt  that  the  represen- 
tations given  by  the  Plaintiff  were  a  distinct  piracy  on  the 
Plaintiff's  composition.  The  attempts  made  to  disguise  the 
fact  have  made  the  matter  rather  worse  than  better. 

The  other  defence  raises  a  question  of  serious  importance. 
It  appeared  at  the  Hearing  that  the  Plaintiff  had  caused  the 
same  piece  to  be  represented  at  New  York  prior  to  any 
representation  in  this  country ;  and  under  these  circum- 
stances the  question  is  whether  the  Plaintiff  is  not,  by  force 
of  the  International  Copyright  Act  (a),  denuded  of  the  right 
(if  any)  which  he  might  otherwise  have  had. 

The  19th  section  of  this  statute  enacts^  that  no  author  of 
any  book  or  dramatic  piece,  which  shall  after  the  passing  of 
the  Act  be  first  published  out  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions, 
shall  have  any  copyright  therein  respectively,  or  any  exclu- 
sive right  to  tha  public  representation  or  performance  there- 
of|  otherwise  than  such  (if  any)  as  he  may  become  entitled 
to  imder  this  Act. 

Now  this  Act  is  an  Act  enabling  Her  Majesty,  by  a 
certain  course  of  procedure  pointed  out  in  the  Act,  to 
extend    to   authors   of  certain  works   first  published  in 

(a)  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  12. 
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foreign  countries,  including  dramatic  works,  the  same  rights         1868. 
acd  privileges  which  are  enjoyed  in  similar  cases  by  autliors    Boucicault 
of  works  first  published  in  this  country.  DELAnBu>. 

It  is  admitted  that  Mr.  BoucieauU  never  complied  with  •^««^"»«»«- 
the  requirements  of  this  Act ;  and  in  £su)t  it  was  not  possible 
for  him  to  do  so,  because  no  Order  in  Council  under  the 
International  Act  had  ever  been  made  to  render  it  applica- 
ble to  the  United  States.  Assuming  that  under  the  earlier 
statutes  Mr.  Bouincavlt  would  have  been  entitled  to  some 
rights  which  this  Court  could  protect^  the  question  before 
me  is,  whether  the  19th  section  which  I  have  read  has  not 
annihilated  any  such  rights  which  former  statutes  may  have 
conferred  on  persons  in  the  position  of  the  Flaintiffi  The 
argument  on  this  point  was  that  the  object  of  this  Act  was 
merely  to  extend  under  certain  conditions  to  foreigners 
publishing  their  compositions  abroad^  rights  which  earlier 
statutes  had  given  to  British  subjects ;  and  that  therefore  it 
could  not  be  the  true  construction  of  the  19th  section  to 
read  it  as  intended  to  take  away  from  British  subjects  rights 
which  they  already  enjoyed.  The  generality  of  the  19th 
clause,  however^  is  too  great  to  admit  of  the  qualification 
thus  suggested.  On  the  words,  there  is  no  escape  from  the 
conclusion  which  the  Plaintiff  resists,  and  the  whole  argu- 
ment was  based  on  what  was  said  to  be  the  general  scope 
and  purpose  of  the  Act. 

It  is  no  doubt  correct  to  say,  that  our  own  statutes  are 
in  general  primarily  intended  for  the  benefit  of  British  sub- 
jects, and  that  the  principal  purpose  of  this  particular  Act 
was  to  extend  certain  privileges  to.  foreigners.  At  the  time 
when  the  statute  was  passed  Jefferys  v.  Boosey  had  not  been 
decided,  and  I  cannot  read  the  Act  as  referring  to  that  de- 
cision. But  I  must  assume  the  law  then  to  have  been  as 
it  has  since  been  ascertained  to  have  been.  The  House  of 
Lords  has  held  that  foreigners  resident  here,  and  first  pub- 
lishing in  this  country,  are  entitled  to  copyright,  and  that 
the  object  of  the  several  Copyright  Acts  was  to  encourage 
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the  prodtiction  of  new  works  in  this  country,  and  only  in 
this  country  ;  but  that  a  foreigner  (and  it  would  seem  even 
an  Engliahman)  first  publishing  abroad  would  have  no  audi 
rightSL  These  principles  apply  as  much  to  dramatic  as  to 
any  other  copyright.  • 

That  being  so,  if  Mr.  jSotu^icaufthad  first  represented  his 
piece  in  this  country,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  the  copy- 
right given  by  the  earlier  statutes.  So,  also,  if  he  had  given 
his  first  representation  in  any  country  with  which  a  conven- 
tion had  been  made  under  the  International  Copyright  Aict» 
he  would  have  been  entitled  under  that  Act  to  all  the  same 
privil^es.  But  in  no  case  is  a  person  to  enjoy  any  rights 
conferred  by  the  old  Acts  concurrently  with  those  created 
by  the  International  Copyright  Act.  This  is  the  effect  of 
the  19th  section.  It  might,  perhaps,  be  thought  that  more 
strict  justice  would  have  been  meted  out  if  the  excluding 
clause  had  been  confined  to  nations  with  which  an  interna- 
tional convention  as  to  copyright  existed.  But  that  is  no^ 
what  the  Legislature  has  done.  In  effect,  the  statute  says, 
that  if  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  a  British  subject  or 
other  person  chooses  to  deprive  this  country  of  the  advantage 
of  the  first  publication  of  a  new  work,  then  he  may  have 
whatever  benefits  he  may  be  entitled  to  under  the  sta- 
tute (a) ;  but  that  if  he  chooses  to  publish  first  in  a  coimtry 
which  has  not  availed  itself  of  the  privileges  conferred  by 
this  Act,  or  if  in  any  other  case  he  neglects  to  comply  with 
the  conditions  of  this  Act,  he  shall  be  deemed  to  have  ex- 
eluded  himself  firom  the  benefits  (if  any)  which  he  might 
otherwise  have  claimed. 

The  plain  purpose  of  the  statute  is  to  secure  for  this 
country  the  benefit  of  the  first  publication  of  new  works, 
and  certain  conditions  are  made  without  which  works  first 
published  abroad  are  not  to  be  entitled  to  copyright.  These 
conditions  have  not  been  complied  with.  The  Plaintiff 
therefore  fails  in  his  demand,  and  the  Bill  must  be  dismissed. 
(«)  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  12. 
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.1866. 
HOTTEN  V.  ARTHUR  j^^ 

Copyright — 

HIS  was  a  motion  for  injunction.  Com^iSiion 

Thfi  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  Arthur  were  both  book-  ^Sn^  SSa". 
ccellers.   The  other  Defendants  were  printers.    The  Plaintiff  }^gue  nnieu  it 

be  a  mere  dry 

had  a  collection  of  very  old  and  curious  books^  And  he  had  for  list  of  names. 

some  years  been  in  the  habit  of  issuing  catalogues  of  his      And  it  ia  do 

stock.   These  catalogues  were  not  mere  lists  of  the  books  and  that  the  pirated 

their  prices,  but  contained  in  a  great  majority  of  instances  ^^d^fw^sale 

short  accounts  of  the  history  of  the  books,  or  notices  of  **^  ^' 

their  contents,  and  anecdotes  respecting  them.      These  promote  the 

notices  and  anecdotes  were,  the  Plaintiff  declared,  partly  mentioned  in  it. 

**  the  emanations  of  his  own  mind,''  and  partly  compilations      Where  a  De- 

fendant  sets  np 

by  him  from  materials  supplied  him  by  others,  but  m  all  the  case  that 
cases  strictly  *'  original  matter/'  in  the  sense  in  which  that  fiSr  compilation 
term  is  used  in  relation  to  copyright.  ^"ui*  °™^ 

not  a  mere  oepy 
In  the  beginning  of  this  year  the  Plaintiff  had  employed  fnnn  any  one, 

the  Defendants  Bowden  ^  Co.^  to  print  one  of  these  cata-  highest  import- 

logues  (afterwards  refen-ed  to  as  No.  4),  which  was  in  great  JhouMpr^uoe 

part  a  repetition  of  a  former  catalogue  (referred  to  as  No.  3)  hit  ori^al 

manuscript, 
of  the  Plaintifl'a  These  catalogues  were  respectively  in  titled 

"  A  Hand-book  to  the  Topography  and  Family  History  of 
Englomd^xA  Wales,  being  a  descriptive  account  of  20,000 
most  .curious  and  rare  books,  old  tracts^  ancient  MSS., 
engravings,  and  privately  printed  family  paperef,  relating 
to  the  history  of  almost  every  landed  estate  and  old  English 
£Eunily  in  the  country,  interspersed  with  nearly  2000  origi- 
nal anecdotes,  topographical  and  antiquarian  notes — ^the 
labour  performed  by  John  Camden  JETo^n— -MoBret  qui 
laborat.  London,  John  Oamden  Ifotten,  Piccadilly"  The 
Defendant  had  also,  in  the  course  of  the  present  year, 
issued  a  similar  catalogue,  which  was  also  printed  by  the 
Defendants,  Bowden  ^  Co,,  and  was  intitled  "  Topographica 
Curiosa,  1863.  Bibliotheca  Anglta,  Wallia,  Scotia  et 
Hibefi*nia:    a  Catalogue  of  an   interesting  collection  of 
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books  and  tracts  relating  to  the  history,  antiquities,  topo- 
graphy, dialects,  &c.  &c.,  of  England  and  Wales,  with 
some  privately  printed  works.  Also  many  curious  works 
on  the  early  history  and  topography  of  Ireland  and  Scot- 
land: the  whole  arranged  under  counties.  Now  on.  sale 
for  cash  only,  by  Thomaa  Arthur,  46,  Bookseller's  JR0W9 
Strand,  London/' 

The  Bill  stated  that  the  Defendant's  Catalogue  was  in 
great  part  copied  verbatim  from  the  Plaintiff's  Catalogues, 
or  one  of  them,  and  particularly  from  No.  3 ;  and  that  in 
many  of  the  places  where  it  had  not  been  accurately 
copied,  the  variations  were  merely  colourable  alterations ; 
and  it  charged  that  the  Defendants  Bowden  ^*  Co.,  had 
made  use  of  the  MS.  (of  No.  4),  supplied  to  them  by  the 
Plaintiff,  for  the  purposes  of  the  Defendant's  Catalogue. 

It  was  shown  that  in  a  number  of  instances  errors  com- 
mitted by  the  Plaintiff  had  been  copied  by  the  Defendant; 
and  a  long  list  of  cases  in  which  there  was  the  most  unmis- 
takeable  resemblance  between  the  Defendant's  Catalogue 
and  one  or  other  of  those  of  the  Plaintiff  was  supplied  by 
the  Plaintiff  to  the  Court  and  the  Defendants. 

It  appeared  that  the'^Defendant's  Catalogue  had  not  been 
regularly  published  for  sale,  but  was  supplied  at  a  no- 
minal price  to  persons  coming  to  the  Defendant's  shop ;  and 
it  was  admitted  that  the  Defendant's  object  in  printing 
it  had  been  the  sale  of  the  books  therein  mentioned,  not 
the  sale  of  the  Catalogue  as  a  substantive  work. 

The  Defendants,  Bowden  f  Co,,  declared  that  they  had 
not  in  any  manner  used  the  Plaintiff's  "copy,"  or  the 
type  as  set  up  for  the  Plaintiff,  in  the  preparation  of  the 
Defendant's  Catalogue  ;  that  they  had  not  now  in  their  pos- 
session any  copies  of  the  Defendant's  Catalogue ;  and  that, 
as  they  were  in  the  habit  of  selling  their  <-  waste  "  periodi- 
cally, they  did  not  believe  they  had  any  old  proof  sheets 
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or  other  papers  cohtaining  any  parts  of  the  Catalogues  in 
question  or  either  of  them.  They  likewise  swore  that 
the  *'  copy  "  supplied  to  them  both  by  Plaintiff  and 
Defendant  consisted  in  great  part  of  ''  paste  and  scissors 
work/'  (i.c.  pieces  of  printed  paper  cut  out  from  former 
publications),  and  that  they  did  not  know  from  what  sources 
the  same  had  been  derived.  The  prices  affixed  to  the  books 
in  the  Defendant's  Catalogue  were  lower  than  those  in  the 
Plaintiff's. 


1863. 


Sir  Hugh  Cairns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E,  B.  LoveU  for  the 
Plaintiff,  now  moved  for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the 
Defendant  Arthur  from  selling  or  distributing  any  copies 
of  his  Catalogue,  or  any  Catalogue  containing  matter  com- 
piled and  written  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  published  by  him  in 
his  Catalogue. 

The  Defendant  has  copied  our  Catalogue  with  the  utmost 
minuteness,  following  our  peculiarities  of  type^  and  even 
our  errors. 

[They  were  proceeding  to  read  a  number  of  instances 
of  similarity,  when — 

Mr.  Tripp,  for  the  Defendant  Arthur,  objected  that  some 
of  these  cases  were  not  mentioned  in  the  lists  which  had 
been  supplied. 

The  Vice  Chancellob. — ^That  is  not  necessary,  the 
Court  will  look  at  the  whole  of  the  books  in  evidence.  The 
idea  that  only  the  particulars  specified  can  be  regarded  (a) 
has  long  been  exploded.  The  lists  furnished  are  merely  for 
convenience,  and  are  in  no  way  binding  on  the  Plaintiff, 
except  that  I  shotild  of  course  take  care  that  nothing  like 
surprise  was  attempted.] 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns, — ^Without  travelling  out  of  the  lists 
furnished  there  is  abundant  ground  for  granting  this  injunc- 
tion.   They  do  not  pretend  that  their  notes  are  copied 

(a)  Sec  Mawman  V.  Tegg^  2  RuflS.  404. 


Staiment. 


ArgwrnmU, 
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1808.        from  old  Catalogue^  or  that  we  and  ihey  derived  our  in- 
formation from  common  sources. 

As  to  the  printers,  they  were  cautioned  against  allowing 
Arfmipu.     any  piracy  from  our  Catalogue  and  took  no  precautions  to 
prevent  it. 

[They  refiened  to  Mawman  v.  Tegg  (a).] 

Mr.  Tripp  and  Mr.  Macnaghten  for  the  Defendant 
Arthur : — 

There  is  no  case  where  copyright  in  a  Bookseller's  Cata- 
logue has  been  admitted,  and  it  is  by  no  means  dear  that 
the  Copyright  Acts  extend  to  the  protection  of  a  mere  com- 
pilation of  this  kind. 

All  the  selected  instances  of  imitation  are  identical  in 
Catalogues  Nos.  S  and  4,  so  that  there  is  no  ground  for 
charging  us  with  having  used  the  MS.  of  No.  4,  (which  both 
we  and  the  printers  deny)^  and  we  say  that  No.  3  had 
become  common  property  :  Saunders  v.  Smith  (&).  Mr. 
Bohn  does  not  attempt  to  prevent  anyone  from  copying  his 
Bibliotbeca  Typographical  a  much  more  elaborate  work  than 
this»  and  one  which  is  pirated,  if  this  be  piracy,  every  day- 
There  is  nothing  to  restrain;  our  Catalogue  is  not  published 
for  sale^  we  only  want  to  sell  our  booka  These  are  not  in 
fact  rival  Catalogues ;  but  Hotten  and  Arthur  are  rival 
booksellers^  and  each  wishes  to  sell  his  own  stock,  and  we 
are  able  to  sell  somewhat  cheaper  than  he  is.  That  is  the 
real  grievance,  but  it  is  not  one  which  this  Court  will  relieve 
against 

Mr.  Fox  Briatowe,  for  the  Defendants  Bowden  &  Co,  :-* 
No  application  was  made  to  us  before  Bill  filed,  and  we 

have  no  copies  of  any  of  those  Catalogues  io  our  possession. 

The  proceedings  against  us  are  therefore  idla 
(a)  2  Ku88.  385.  (()  3  My.  &  Or.  711. 
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There  is  no  ground  for  charging  us  with  collusion ;  no-         1668. 
thing  was  sent  to  us  by  either  party  but  paste  and  scissors 
work :  we  could  not  compare  the  copy  with  all  the  cata- 
logues in  London. 


ArjfumaU. 


Sir  Hugh  Cairna  offered  to  dismiss  the  printers  from 
the  suit  without  costs^  which  was  accepted. 


Vioe-Chanckllob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

I  cannot  conceive  on  what  principle  it  is  supposed  that  J^gmem. 
there  is  no  copyright  in  a  Catalogue  such  as  this.  This  is 
not  a  mere  dry  list  of  names,  like  a  Postal  Directory,  Court 
Guide^  or  anything  o&that  sort^  which  must  be  substantially 
the  same  by  whaterer  number  of  persons  issued  and  how* 
ever  independently  compiled.  This  is  a  case  of  a  book- 
seller who  issues  an  account  of  his  stocky  containing 
short  descriptions  of  the  contents  of  the  books,  calcu- 
lated to  interest  either  the  general  public  or  the  persons 
who  may  take  an  interest  in  the  questions  treated 
of  by  particular  books.  For  example : — Suppose  one  of 
the  books  to  be  a  History  of  Cheshire  ;  then  he  gives  you 
a  slight  account  of  it^  frofii  which  it  appears  that  it  contains 
a  number  ef  anecdotes  respecting  county  families  and  other 
things  of  that  nature ;  it  might  well  be  that  a  person  who 
did  not  previously  know  anything  of  the  work,  would  be 
guided  by  the  description  and  induced  to  purchase  the 
work. 

There  is  another  point  of  view  in  which  this  case  appears 
to  me  to  be  even  clearer.  Suppose  the  case  of  a  profes- 
sional writer  (there  may  well  be  such),  whose  peculiar  de« 
partment  it  is  to  make  out  '^  Catalogues  Raisonn^es  "  of  this 
kind,  and  to  write  such  abstracts  of  the  noticeable  points  in 
the  various  books  of  the  Catalogue  as  we  have  here.  A  man 
who  is  an  author  for  this  purpose  would  naturally  expect 
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that  the  very  fact  that  ho  had  printed  such  notes  for  one 
publisher  would  lead  to  his  employment  for  a  similar 
purpose  by  another.  Suppose  now  this  other  to  say  to  him, 
'^  I  have  no  occasion  for  your  services, '  paste  and  scissors 
work '  will  give  me  all  I  want/'  could  it  be  denied  that  he 
would  have  a  right  to  come  here  to  prevent  this  unre- 
munerated  use  of  his  labour. 


In  this  case,  the  Plaintiff  is  both  author  and  publisher ; 
but  I  do  not  see  any  reason  for  putting  him  in  any  worse 
position  on  that  account.  True,  the  principal  value  may 
be  in  the  books  themselves,  but  I  cannot  therefore  refuse  to 
recognise  the  [property  which  this  gentleman  has  in  the 
product  of  his  mental  exertion ;  mental  exertion  used  for  this 
particular  purpose,  and  in  print.  So  soon  as  these  notes  are 
printed  I  consider  them  completely  protected  by  the  Copy- 
right Act&  It  is  said  that  the  sting  of  this  Catalogue  is 
merely  that  the  books  are  offered  at  cheaper  prices ;  that 
may  be  so^  there  is  so  much  the  more  detriment  done  to 
the  Plaintiff,  and  it  may  be  that  this  has  been  the  con- 
sideration which  determined  him  to  embark  in  litigation. 
Then  it  is  said,  these  Catalogues  are  not  themselves  offered 
for  sale,  each  bookseller  is  merely  describing  his  own  books 
with  a  view  to  their  sale,  and  the  Catalogues  will  by  and 
bye  be  superseded  by  others  so  soon  as  the  stock  has 
changed  ;  but  then  the  Catalogues  themselves  will  by  and 
bye  become  objects  of  curiosity,  and  will  bo  bought  for  their 
own  sakes  by  people  who  are  interested  in  such  things. 
Taking  Mr.  Macriaghten'a  own  illustration,  let  us  suppose 
that  Dr.  Waagen,  or  any  one  else,  had  published  an  in- 
teresting description  of  the  paintings  to  be  found  in  some 
private  gallery,  not  merely  giving  the  names  of  the  pictures 
and  their  painters  (though  even  that  would  evince  some 
mental  exertion  deserving  protection),  but  giving  a  slight 
history  of,  and  criticism  upon,  each  painting  after  the 
manner  ofthis  Catalogue  before  me^  1  cannot  conceive  that 
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it  could  be  argued  for  a  moment  that  the  owner  of  the  .     1868. 
pictures  would  have  the    smallest    right    to    copy  this 
description. 

This  case  is  even  stronger  than  the  one  supposed,  for  here  jutlpm^nt 
the  very  titles  of  the  Catalogues  show  that  they  are  not  mere 
dry  lists  of  books— catalogues  per  se — but  such  a  sketch  of 
their  history  and  contents  as  would  be  calculated  to  be  of 
intrinsic  value.  It  may  often  happen  that  people'would 
want  a  knowledge  of  the  history  of  some  particular  book, 
without  caring  to  go  any  further^  or  to  buy  or  read .  the 
book  itself. 

Again  it  is  argued,  all  this  matter  has  appeared  in  former 
catalogues,  and  it  is  impossible  to  reproduce  such  things 
without  borrowing  largely  from  those  that  have  gone 
before.  But  it  is  clear  that  you  cannot  pirate  an  early, 
edition  of  a  work  merely  because  a  later  has  been  published  ; 
and  that  is  all  that  this  defence  comes  to. 

The  only  real  question  is  as  regards  the  quantity  of  .copied 
matter,  which  in  this  case  seems  to  be  very  considerable. 
Now  the  only  fair  use  you  can  make  of  the  work  of  another 
of  this  kind,  is  where  you  take  a  number  of  such  works: 
catalogues,  dictionaries,  digests,  &c ;  and  look  over  them 
all  and  then  compile  an  original  work  of  your  own,  founded 
on  the  information  you  have  extracted  from  each  and  all  of 
them ;  but  it  is  of  vital  importance  that  such  new  work 
should  have  no  mere  copying,  no  merely  colourable  altera- 
tions, no  blind  repetition  of  obvious  errors.  I  find  all  these 
things  here. 

Again,  it  is  of  great  importance  as  evidence  of  bona 
fides  that  the  original  MS.  should  be  produced.  That 
decided  me  in  &vour  of  the  Defendant  in  the  Frerich  dio- 
tionaiy  case  (a)  :  I  saw  that  he  had  bestowed  great  pains 

(a)  Sjners  v.  Brown^  6  W.  R.  852 ;  and  see  Jarrold  v.  HouUion^ 
3  E.  &  J.  708. 
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and  labour  on  his  subject ;  and  though  he  had  certainly 
copied  a  great  deal  from  the  Flainiiff,  I  was  convinced 
that  he  had  honestly  exercised  his  mind  upon  his  work. 
Here  I  think  there  has  been  wholesale  piracy;  and  when 
I  find  in  addition  that  Arthur  is  underselling  the  Plain- 
tiff, I  think  his  case  by  no  means  bettered. 

He  says  in  effect  to  the  Plaintiff,  "I  avail  myself  of  your 
labour  to  show  to  the  public  that  I  can  supply  them  with 
the  same  article  as  you  do ;  and  inasmuch  as  this  has  not 
cost  me  any  time,  thought,  or  exertion,  I  can  afford  to 
supply  the  article  on  cheaper  terms,"  thus  injuring  the 
Plaintiff  by  means  supplied  by  himself 

The  Plaintiff  is  clearly  entitled  to  an  injunction  to  restrain 
the  Defendant  from  publishing  or  selling  any  Catalogue 
containing  matter  compiled  or  written  by  the  Plaintiff  or 
appearing  in  the  Plaintiff's  Catalogues  respectively  or  any 
of  them. 


Mffihmh.  Re  MAXWELL'S  TRUSTS 

Acf^t'^bWia.   XhIS  was  a  petition  under  the  Trustee  Belief  Act,  the 

^Shw^     only  question  being  as  to  a  claim  for  apportionment  in 

Trading^  Com-  yespect  of  Certain  dividends  on  the  shares  of  joint-stock 

paniet  Clauses   companies. 
ConMoUdation 

^^^e^iG)^''^      Under  the  will  of  Sir  Charles  Maxwell,  his  widow  Lady 
Dividends  de.     Mdxwell  was  entitled  to  a  life  interest  in  his   personal 

bl«red  by  joint- 
stock  com- 
panies subject 
to  tbe  Com- 
panies Clauses 
Consolidation 
Act,  are  not 
within  the  Ap- 
portionment 
Act. 


estate.  Lady  Maxwell  died  on  the  17th  of  November, 
1860,  and  the  petitioner  and  the  respondent  William 
Maxioell  became  entitled  to  the  income  of  the  estate  for 
their  respective  lives. 

The  representatives  of  Lady  Maxwell  claimed  an  appor- 

But  in  a  company  carried  on  under  a  deed  of  settlement  and  bye  laws,  directing  that  the 
profits  should  be  divided  half-yearly,  such  dividends  to  be  paid  in  twospecifled  months :^//<U, 
that  siuch  dividends  were  apportiouable  under  the  Act  with  reference  to  the  days  ou  which 
they  were  made  payable. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


611 


tioned  part  of  certain  dividends  declared,  but  not  received^ 
before  her  death. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  petition  an  inquiry  was  directed, 
upon  which  the  Chief  Clerk  certified  that  the  following 
dividends  had  been  made  and  paid  in  respect  of  shares 
belonging  to  the  trust  estate  : — 

1.  £145  13s.  Id.,  a  dividend  on  stock  of  the  London 
and  North  Western  Raihvay  Company,  declared  on  the 
22nd  of  February,  1861,  in  respect  of  profits  accrued  for 
the  half  year  ending  the  31st  of  December,  1860,  and  made 
payable  on  the  26th  of  February,  1861,  pursuant  to  a  re- 
solution passed  at  a  general  meeting  held  on  the  22nd  of 
February,  1861. 

The  Companies  Clauses  Act  was  applicable  to  this  case. 

2.  ^6  lis.  2d,  a  dividend  on  shares  of  the  Great 
Western  Railway  Compam^y,  declared  on  the  15th  of 
February,  pursuant  to  a  resolution  passed  at  a  general 
meeting  held  on  the  said  15th  of  February,  1861,  in  respect 
of  profits  accrued  for  the  half  year  ending  the  31st  of 
December,  1860,  and  made  payable  on  the  1st  of  March, 
1861. 

This  case  was  governed  by  the  Great  Western  RaiU 
way  Company's  Act  of  the  5  &  6  Geo.  IV.,  which  en- 
acted, by  sect  118,  That  the  first  general  meeting  should 
be  held  within  six  months  after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  and 
that  there  should  be  half-yearly  general  meetings  in  the 
second  week  of  February  and  the  second  week  of  August 
in  every  year,  or  within  twenty  days  next  after  each  of  such 
periods.  And  by  sect.  146,  That  it  should  be  lawful  for 
the  Company,  and  they  were  thereby  empowered,  from 
time  to  time,  at  any  half-yearly  general  meeting,  or  at  a 
special  general  meeting  to  be  called  for  that  purpose,  to 
declare  and  make  a  dividend  out  of  the  clear  profits  of  the 
undertaking ;  with  a  proviso  that  such  dividends  should  not 
be  made  oftener  than  quarterly. 

vol.  I.  s  s 


isea. 
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3.  £S8,  a  dividend  on  shares  of  The  8with  MetropclUan 
Oaa  Company,  declared  on  the  2nd  of  April,  1861,  for  and 
in  respect  of  profits  accrued  for  the  half  year  ending  the 
31st  of  Deoemberi  1860,  pursuant  to  resolutions  passed  at 
a  general  meeting  held  on  the  said  2nd  of  April,  1861,  and 
made  payable  on  the  12th  of  April,  1861. 

This  case  was  governed  by  the  Company's  Act  of  the 
5  Vict.  sess.  2,  c.  Ixxix.,  which,  by  sect.  62,  enacted  That  the 
future  general  meetings  should  be  held  in  the  months  of 
April  and  October  in  each  year,  and  that  the  meetings  so 
appointed  to  be  held  should  be  called  ordinary  meetings  ; 
and  that  all  meetings,  whether  ordinary  or  extraordinary, 
should  be  helcl  in  London  or  Southvxirk.  And,  by  sect  84, 
That  the  declaration  of  dividends  should  be  exercised  only 
at  a  general  meeting  of  the  Company ;  and^  by  sect.  114, 
That  the  profits  divisible  should  not  exceed  £10  per  cenL, 
on  an  average  of  three  years,  on  the  paid-up  capital ;  and 
that,  in  order  to  ascertain  the  profits,  a  true  and  particular 
account  should  be  kept,  and  annually  made  up  to  the  31st 
of  December,  or  some  other  convenient  day  in  each  year. 

4.  ^21  B8,j  a  dividend  on  shares  in  The  AlUanoe  Life 
and  Fire  Insutxmce  Company,  declared  on  the  5th  of 
April,  1861,  for  and  in  respect  of  profits  accrued  for  the 
half  year  ending  the  25th  of  March,  1861,  and  made  pay- 
able on  the  10th  of  April,  1861. 

The  deed  of  settlement  of  the  Company  directed  that 
the  Board  of  Directors  should  yearly,  between  the  3 1st  of 
December  and  the  25th  of  March,  make  a  report  of 
the  profits  of  the  Company ;  and,  on  the  25th  of  March 
in  every  year,  the  amount  thereof  (not  exceeding  ^5 
per  cent  on  the  instalments  paid  up)  should  be  divided ; 
and  the  surplus  (if  any)  above  £5  per  cent  might,  at  the 
discretion  of  the  directors,  be  divided,  or  added  to  the 
capital  of  the  Company ;  and  every  cash  dividend  was  to 
be  paid  and  payable  within  one  calendar  month  of  such 
general  court. 
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At  two  extraardin«iy  general  courts  of  proprietors,  lield 
on  the  16th  of  April  and  14jth  of  May,  1834,  it  was  de- 
clared (pursuant  to  the  powers  of  the  deed  of  settlement) 
that  the  profits  should  thereafter  be  divided  half  yearly, 
such  half-yearly  dividends  to  be  paid  and  payable  in  the 
months  of  April  and  October  in  each  year ;  and  further, 
that,  as  to  sums  divided  out  of  profits  at  intervals  of  three, 
four,  and  five  years,  it  should  be  in  the  absolute  discretion 
of  the  directors  either  to  pay  the  whole  in  cash,  or  apply 
the  same  in  augmentation  of  the  half-yearly  dividend  for 
the  next  ensuing  period  of  three,  four,  or  five  years. 
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Mr.  AmpMett,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Dickinson,  for  the  persons     Argument. 
interested  in  remainder : —  """^ 

The  Apportionment  Act  (a)  does  not  apply  to  these  divi- 
dends. Some  of  the  cases  are  governed  by  the  provisions 
of  the  Companies  Clauses  Act  (6),  and  the  others  are  con- 
stituted on  substantially  the  same  footing  in  this  respect-— 
that  the  dividends  are  not  sums  payable  at  any  fixed  time^ 
but  at  the  will  of  th.e  Company. 

All  that  the  Companies  Clauses  Act  does  is  to  empower 
the  directors,  either  at  an  ordinary  or  special  general 
meeting,  to  declare  a  dividend ;  and  though  the  time  of 
the  ordinary  meeting  is  fixed  within  certain  limits,  a 
special  meeting  may  be  held  at  any  time ;  and  it  is  not  in 
any  case  made  compulsoiy  on  the  Company  to  declare  a 
dividend  in  every  year,  alth9ugh  the  accounts  are  directed 
to  be  made  up  annually.  The  Apportionment  Act,  there- 
fore, has  no  application. 

Again,  the  Apportionment  Act  was  pointed  only  at  cases 
where  the  income  was  accruing  de  die  in  diem,  though 
payable  only  at  fixed  terms,  as  in  the  case  of  rent,  divi- 
dends on  the  public  funds,  and  the  like.    But  a  trading 

(a)  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  22.  (ft)  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  16,  ss.  66,  91, 122. 

SS2 
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Company  is  nob  necessarily  making  profits  every  day,  and 
dividing  them  at  stated  periods.  Properly  speaking,  it 
does  not  pay  dividends  in  the  ordinary  sense,  but  divides 
profits ;  and  the  profits,  in  respect  of  which  a  particular 
division  is  made,  may  have  accrued  exclusively  on  the  day 
immediately  before  the  division;  and  it  is  quite  possible, 
in  this  case,  that  no  part  of  the  profits  divided,  as  to  which 
the  question  arises,  accrued  until  after  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life. 

Mr.  W,  W.  Cooper  in  the  same  interest. 

Mr.  Macnaghten  for  the  trustees. 

Mr.  Rendall  for  the  executrix  of  the  tenant  for  life : — 

The  Apportionment  Act  applies.  It  is  a,  mistake  to  sup- 
pose that  its  application  depends  on  the  Company  being 
bound  to  declare  a  dividend.  The  only  question  is  this : 
If  a  dividend  is  declared,  must  it  be  done  at  fixed  periods  ? 
The  answer  is  clearly  in  the  affirmative  in  all  these  cases. 
The  66th  and  9Ist  section  of  the  Companies  Gauscs  Act 
are  the  material  clauses.  The  66th  section  fixes  the  time 
of  the  ordinary  meetings,  and  the  91st  directs  that  the 
powers  as  to  declaration  of  dividends  shall  be  exercised 
only  at  general  meetings,  which  must  primarily  be  taken  to 
mean  ordinary  meetings ;  and  this  is  the  invariable  prac- 
tice of  the  Companies  whose  shares  are  the  subject  of  the 
present  discussion.  It  is  not  at  all  necessary  that  the 
Company  should  be  incorporated  after  the  passing  of  the 
Apportionment  Act :  Plummer  v.  Whitely  (a). 

The  period  from  which  the  apportionment  is  reckoned 
is  not  the  day  of  payment  of  the  dividend,  but  the 
last  day  of  the  period  in  respect  of  which  the  dividend  is 
declared  :  HarUey  v.  AUen  (b) ;  a  case  which  is  distinctly 
in  pomt  in  our  favour  on  the  general  question. 


Mr.  Amphlett  replied, 
(a)  Johns.  585. 


(h)  4  Jur.  N.  S.  500. 
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Vice  Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :—  jses. 

The  question  involved  in  this  petition  is  whether  the     maxweli/» 
Apportionment  Act  of  Will.  4  applies  to  certain  divi-       ^^^^*' 
dends  or  shares  in  Joint  Stock  Companies,  which  have    March  12th. 
become  payable  since  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life  of  the      Judgment, 
shares.    All  the  shares  are  in  companies  subject  to  the 
Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  or  equivalent  Private 
Acts,  with  the  exception  of  some  shares  in  the  Alliance  In- 
suraTice  CoTnpany,  on  which  a  small  dividend  has  become 
payable.     This  last  case  depends  on  the  deed  of  settlement 
of  the  Company,  by  which  it  was  directed,  that  the  Board 
should  make  an  annual  report,  between  December.Slst  and 
March  25th,  of  the  profits  of  the  Company  ;  and  that,  on 
March  25th,  the  amount  thereof  (not  exceeding  5  per  cent.) 
should  be  divided.    Subsequently,  a  general  meeting  deter- 
mined, under  the  powers  of  the  deed,  that  the  profits  should 
be  divided  half-yearly,  and  be  paid  and  payable  in  the 
months  of  April  and  October.     Thd^e  is  therefore  in  this 
case  a  special  provision  as  to  the  time  of  payment. 

If  the  matter  had  been  res  integra  I  should  have  had  more 
hesitation  than  I  now  feel  in  deciding  that  the  shares  of  a 
company  established  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  business 
and  dividing  profits  can  be  within  the  provisions  of  the  Ap- 
portionment Act.  The  statute  in  the  preamble  refers  to 
''rents^  annuities,  and  other  payments,  due  at  fixed  or  stated 
periods,''  and  then  in  the  2nd  section  enacts,  that  rents 
service  on  certain  leases,  *^  rents  charge  and  other  rents,  an- 
nuities, pensions,  dividends^  moduses,  compositions,  and  all 
other  payments  of  every  description  made  payable  or  com- 
ing due  at  fixed  periods  under  any  instrument  that  shall  be 
executed  after  the  passing  of  the  Act,  shall  be  apportioned  *' 
in  the  manner  thereby  directed.  There  seems  to  be  room 
for  much  argument  whether  this  applies  to  dividends  of 
trading  companies  which  in  one  year  may  have  profits  to 
divide^  and  none  in  the  next.    However,  I  find  it  so  decided 
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1863.        by  Yice-Chancellor  Kindersley,  and  I  am  prepared  to  act 
rb  upon  that  view  so  far  as  the  Alliance  shares  are  concerned, 

^'t^usts'''  ^^^^  being  a  company  where  the  dividends  were  directed  to 
be  made  payable  in  April  and  October  in  every  year;  and 
still  following  the  same  case  of  Hartley  v.  AUen,  I  shall 
hold  that  the  dividends  on  the  Alliance  shares  are  appor- 
tionable,  with  reference  not  to  the  time  when  the  profits 
were  earned,  but  to  the  time  when  the  dividends  were  made 
payable,  though  that  point  also  is  not  entirely  free  from 
di£Sculty ;  but  the  dividend  being  declared  at  one  time  and 
payable  at  another,  and  the  Act  expressly  referring  to  the 
time  when  the  payment  comes  due,  I  think  the  time  when 
the  dividend  is  payable  must  be  taken.  The  objection  that 
the  profits  might  have  been  exclusively  earned  at  some  one 
particular  part  of  the  preceding  year  or  half-year,  as  the 
case  may  be^  would  apply  equally  whether  the  time  se- 
lected were  that  when  the  dividend  is  payable,  when  it  ia 
declared,  or  the  last  day  of  the  period  in  respect  of  which 
the  dividend  is  made.  Moreover,  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
profits  accruing  during  a  current  half-year  would  always  be 
liable  to  be  absorbed  by  some  heavy  loss  beforo  the  time 
fot  making  up  the  accounts  arrived,  and  therefore  it 
could  scarcely  be  said  that  any  divisible  profits  had  been 
earned  imtil  the  time  came  for  making  up  the  accounts 
and  declaring  the  dividend ;  and  the  payments  cannot  be 
said  to  be  due  until  the  day  on  which  they  are  declared  to 
be  payable.  With  respect,  therefore,  to  the  A  lliance  shares^ 
I  hold  that  the  dividend  is  apportionable  with  reference 
to  the  days  on  which  the  dividends  were  made  payable. 

The  other  shares  stand  on  an  entirely  different  footing. 
The  Companies  Clauses  Consolidation  Act^  (section  66), 
appoints  certain  months  for  the  ordinary  general  meetings 
of  the  Company.  In  another  clause,  the  122nd,  directions 
are  given,  that,  before  declaring  a  dividend,  the  directors 
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may  set  apart  sums  required  for  contingencies;  and  the  9 let        1868. 
section  enacts  that  the  declaration  of  dividends  shall  take  rb 

place  only  at  a  general  meeting.     But  there  is  no  provision     ^xSsxlu'  * 
that  this  must  be  at  an  ordinary  meeting,  and  therefore 
nothing  to  make  the  dividends  due  or  even  declarable  at 
any  fixed  time.    It  is  true,  that  in  these  particular  cases  the 
difidends  were  declared  at  the  ordinary  meetings  held,  at 
the  statutory  time ;  but  this  was  not  compulsory  on  the 
Company,  whatever  the  ordinary  practice  may  be.    It  may 
often  happen,  moreover,  that  a  company  makes  no  profits 
for  some  years  ;  and  though  it  may  be  admitted  to  be  an 
answer  on  this  point,  that,  where  half-yearly  divisions  are 
expressly  prescribed,  as  in  the  case  of  the  Alliance  Omt- 
pany^  by  bye-laws,  the  Company  must  meet  and  declare 
something,  if  it  is  only  that  there  are  no  profits  to  divide ; 
yet  the  force  of  that  observation  is  lost  where  no  such  bye* 
laws  exist;  and  there  is  therefore  nothing  to  bring  the  other 
cases  within  the  Apportionment  Act.     The  principle  of  the 
Act  is,  that  a  tenant  for  life  may  be  supposed  to  rely  on  the 
receipt  of  dividends  at  certain  fixed  periods ;  and  I  think  it 
can  scarcely  be  said  that  that  kind  of  reliance  is  placed  on 
the  receipt  of  dividends  so  uncertain  in  character  as  those  of 
the  class  which  I  am  now  considering,  more  especially  where 
the  tenant  for  life  knows  that  there  is  no  obligation  on  the 
Company  to  make  these  payments  at  any  fixed  periods,  and 
that  it  is  quite  possible  that  they  may  be  suspended  alto- 
gether for  several  yeara     I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that 
these  are  not  payments  within  either  the  letter  or  the 
general  scope  of  the  statute. 

The  hardship  which  was  dwelt  upon  is  not^  I  confess,  very 
apparent  to  my  mind,  because  it  is  always  easy,  if  that 
is  desired,  to  provide  for  apportionment  by  the  terms  of  thei 
instrument  by  which  the  shares  are  settled.  However^  it 
is  enough  to  say  that  I  can  find  nothing  to  justify  mo  in 
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1868.        holding  that  any  of  these  dividends,  except  those  of  the 
Kb         Alliance  Company,  are  within  the  Act  as  being  payable  at 
^T^^""    stated  periods. 

Judgment  As  each  side  has  partially  succeeded,  there  will  be  no 
costs,  except  to  the  trustees^  whose  costs  must  come  out 
of  the  unapportioned  dividends. 


Uarch6th,9ih.     SIMPSON  V.  SCOTTISH  UNION  INSUBANCE 

Inturance^Re^  COMPANY. 

building  (14     ^^ 

^ssy^Mln-*'  1  HIS  case  came  on  upon  demurrer.    The  material  state- 
damus.       ments  of  the  Bill  were  as  follows  :— 

In  order  to  en- 
title an  owner        The  Plaintiff  was  the  owner  in  fee  of  a  house,  No.  5, 

to  the  benefit  of 

the  83rd  section  Simpsou's  Terracc,  in  the  North  Woolwich  Road,  in  the 
8,0.78,  ho  must  County  of  EsseXy  which  he  had  insured  in  the  Royal  Ex- 
«*ueet  ui'the'  <^^'^9^  ^^^  ^^00,  and  had  a  term  of  999  years  in  the  ad- 
insurance  office  joining  house,  No.  4.  In  January,  1861,  the  Plaintiff  let 
policy  money  the  house  No.  6  to  William  and  Jane  Miller  as  yearly 
beforo^'they  *^  tenants  at  a  rent  of  £80.  This  house  was  burnt  down  in 
wtS  the  tenant  May,  1861,  and  the  £800  insurance  money  was  received, 
insuring;  and  in  and  With  Other  monies  was  applied,  by  the  Plaintiff  in  re* 

no  case  is  the     «     'i  i»        .«      i 
owner   entiUed   buildmg  the  housO. 
to  rebuild  him- 

Jh/Scy*^"  During  the  rebuilding  the  Plaintiff  agreed  with  the 
money  under     MiUeTS  that  they  should  take  both  No.  4  and  No.  6,  at  an 

the  said  section. 

Qume  ^SS^^&*^  ^^^  o^  £115  from  September^  1861,  and  should 

whether  the  ^    insure  them  for  the  sum  of  £oQ0, 

83rd  secuon  is 

fined  to  houses       WiJIMam  and  Jane  Miller  accordingly  insured  the  two 

of  MortoUt?!"*   ^^^^®  ^^  *^®^'  ^^  ^^®  ®^  ^^^^^'  ^^^®  ^^^  *2°°  *°^  ^300 

Whtre  a        respectively  in  the  Scottish  Union  Company,  which  had  an 

policy  makes 

the  assets  of  a  (*ompany  liable,  excluding  personal  liability,  SembU^  that  this  does  not  giro 
jurisdiction  to  a  Court  of  Equity  to  interfere  in  the  first  instance  to  enfbrc«  tlie  89^ 
section  of  the  said  statute,  and  that  the  proper  conrse  is  first  to  apply  for  a  mandamus* 


PANT, 

SkUement, 
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office  in  the  City  of  Lcmdon,  aod  informed  the  Plaintiff        1863. 
of  the  fact    The  policy  provided  that  the  sums  insured       Simpson 
should  be  a  charge  upon  the  funds  of  the  Company  only,      soowish 
and  excluded  the  personal  liability  of  the  shareholders.  XThion  Ihbtjb. 

On  December  J  0th,  1861,  the  two  houses  were  burnt 
down,  and  the  Plaintiff  on  December  12th  had  an  interview 
with  the  Secretary  of  the  Defendants'  Company,  and  ascer- 
tained the  existence  of  the  insurance  for  £600.  The  Secre- 
tary intimated,  that  he  considered  the  case  a  suspicions  one ; 
and  the  Plaintiff  stated  that  he  claimed  to  be  entitled  as 
owner  or  lessor  to  the  benefit  of  the  policy,  and  to  have  the 
amount  laid  out  towards  rebuilding  the  houses  ;  and  that 
he  relied  upon  the  office  paying  nothing  to  the  tenant ;  to 
which  the  Secretary  assented. 

On  December  31st,  1 86 1,  the  Plaintiff  sent  the  following 
notice  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Company  :— 

"Sir, — As  the  owner  of  the  houses  No.  4  and  5,  Simpson's 
Terrace,  North  Woolvdch  Road,  destroyed  by  fire  on  the 
10th  inst,  insured  in  your  office  by  Mrs.  Jane  Miller  or 
William  Miller,  or  both,  for  £200  and  0^300, 1  hereby  give 
you  notice  not  to  pay  any  money  in  respect  of  that  policy  to 
either  of  them  or  any  one  on  their  behalf,  believing  myself 
to  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  that  insurance,  having  sus- 
tained a  heavy  loss  by  the  burning  of  these  premises. 

'^D.  C.  Simpson.^' 

The  notice  was  duly  received ;  and,  after  some  further 
communication,  the  Secretary,  in  the  month  of  January, 
1868,  informed  the  Plaintiff  that  they  had  settled  vnth  the 
tenant,  and  did  not  intend  to  pay  him  (the  Flaintifi)  any 

money. 

Before  this  interview,  and  after  the  receipt  of  the  notice, 
and  after  full  notice  of  the  claims  by  the  Plamtiff,  the 
Company  concluded   an  armngement  with  the  Millers, 
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by  papng  them  a  sum  insured  on  their  stock-in-trade  by 
a  separate  policy ;  in  consideration  whereof  the  Miller's 
abandoned,  or  professed  to  abandon,  all  their  claims  upon 
the  policy  for  £500  upon  the  two  houses  ;  and  delivered  up 
this  policy,  in  which  they  had  no  interest,  to  the  Company, 
who  alleged  that  it  had  been  cancelled  and  destroyed.  The 
sum  of  £500  was  far  less  than  the  value  of  the  two  houses, 
and  the  Plaintiff  had  also  effected  insurances  in  other  offices 
on  No.  4  for  £200  and  on  No.  5  for  ^^400,  which  sums  were 
paid  to  him. 

The  Plaintiff,  on  hearing  that  the  Company  had  settled 
with  his  tenant,  and  obtained  possession  of  the  policy,  pro- 
ceeded to  rebuild  the  houses  in  the  same  st]^le,  and  of  the 
same  value,  as  before,  and  applied  in  so  doing  the  two  sums 
of  £200  and  £400,  and  a  further  sum  of  about  £700. 
During  the  rebuilding  the  Plaintiff  made  various  applica- 
tions to  the  Defendants,  the  Company,  "  to  pay  over  the  sum 
of  £500  to  him,  or  otherwise  to  pay  and  apply  the  same  in 
and  about  and  towards  the  re-erection  of  the  said  dwelling- 
houses  or  buildings ;  but  the  Defendants  refused  to  comply 
with  such  applications.''  Upon  the  rebuilding  being  com- 
'  pleted,the  Plaintiff  ascertained  the  expenditure  incurred,and 
his  solicitors,  by  his  direction,  on  the  16th  December,  1861, 
sent  the  following  letter  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Company : — 

"  Sir,-^Referring  to  a  letter  addressed  to  you  by  our 
client,  Mr.  D,  Simpson,  under  date  of  31st  December,  1861, 
we  now  beg  to  inform  you  that  the  houses  Nos.  4  and  5, 
Svmpaon'a  Terrace,  NorOi  Woolwich  Hoad,  which  were 
destroyed  by  fire  on  the  10th  December,  1861,  have  been 
rebuilt  by  Mr.  Simpson;  and  we  hope  you  are  now  pre- 
pared to  pay  over  to  our  client  the  amount  for  which  the 
property  was  insured  with  your  office.  We  beg  to  have 
an  answer  in  the  course  of  this  week. 

"  WADESOK  &  MALLESOir/' 
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On  the  30th  December,  1862,  the  Secretary  replied,  that 
they  had  never  had  any  insurance  in  the  name  of  D. 


On  the  same  day  the  Plaintiff's  solicitors  replied  as 
follows  :— 

"Sir, — ^The  question  is  not  v^hether  your  corporation 
ever  had  any  insurance  on  their  books  in  the  name  of  D. 
Simpsoriy  but  whether  the  houses  were  insured  in  your 
office.  If  so,  Mr.  D.  Si/mpson,  as  the  owner  of  the  houses, 
claims  under  the  83rd  section  of  14  Qeo.  3,  c.  78,  the 
benefit  of  such  insurance,  pursuant  to  the  notice  served  on 
you  on  the  31  st  December,  1861.  Will  you  be  so  obliging 
as  to  inform  us  whether  your  corporation  will  pay  or  resist 
payment  of  this  claim  ? 

"WADESON  &MALLESON/' 

The  Company's  solicitors  ultimately  stated  that  they 
were  instructed  to  defend  the  Company  against  any  pro- 
ceedings  by  the  Plaintiff. 

In  March,  1862,  William  and  Jane  Miller  gave  up 
possession  and  surrendered  their  tenancy. 

The  Bill  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  Plaintiff  was  en- 
titled to  require  the  Defendants,  the  Company,  and  the  di- 
rectors thereof,  to  lay  out  the  said  sum  of  dPSOO,  or  a  suffi- 
cient part  thereof,  in  and  about  the  rebuilding  of  the  houses ; 
and  that  the  Company  were  bound  to  lay  out,  and  at  the 
Plaintiff's  request  ought  to  have  laid  out^  the  same  accord- 
ingly, pursuant  to  the  requests  and  notices  made  and  given 
to  them ;  and  that  the  Company  under  the  circumstances 
were  now  liable  to  pay  the  said  sum  to  the  Plaintiff  in 
satisfaction  pro  tanto  of  the  amount  properly  expended  by 
the  Plaintiff  in  rebuilding,  over  and  above  the  sums  of  £200 
and  £400. 

The  Bill  also  prayed  for  accounts  of  Plaintiff's  ezpendi^ 


1863. 
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1863.  ture,  for  payment  of  tlie  sum  of  £500,  or  so  much  as  should 

^^^^  appear  to  have  been  properly  expended  by  the  Plaintiff,  as 

••  aforesaid,  out  of  the  funds  of  the  Company  applicable  to  the 

Umiok  Insur-  payment  thereof. 
ANOE  Com- 

^^'  To  this  Bill  the  Company  demurred. 


Sur  H.  Cairns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Homersltam  Cox,  for  the 
demurrer : — 

1.  The  statute  14  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  under  which  the  Plamtiff 
claims  as  owner,  does  not  apply,  because  the  property 
insured  is  in  Essex,  not  within  the  Bills  of  Mortality,  within 
which  local  limit  the  operation  of  the  statute  is  confined. 
This  Act  has  been  almost  entirely  repealed  by  the  Metro- 
polis Building  Act,  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  74,  a  local  Act,  having 
to  a  great  extent  the  same  objects.  It  was  itself  preceded 
by  other  local  statutes ;  and  by  a  comparison  of  the  whole 
series  it  is  easily  seen  that  the  provisions  on  which  the 
Plaintiff  relies  were  really  limited  to  the  Bills  of  Mortality. 

The  first  statute  was  the  19  Car.  2,  c.  3,  the  Act  for  re- 
building the  City  of  London,  This  was  followed  by  two 
statutes,  6  Anne,  c^Sl,  and  7  Anne,  c.  17,  containing  various 
provisions  for  preventing  fires  within  the  limits  of  the  Bills 
of  Mortality,  (though  in  some  clauses  the  restrictive  words 
are  not  expressly  repeated,)  and  subsequently  by  a  series  of 
amending  Acts,  the  11th  Geo.  1,  c.  28,  the  33rd  Geo.  2,  a 
30,  the  4th  Geo.  3,  c.  14,  the  6th  Geo.  3,  ca  27  &  37.  All 
these  Acts  were  confined  to  the  Bills  of  Mortality  or  the  yet 
narrower  limits  of  the  City  of  London. 

In  1772  a  statute  was  passed  (a)  repealing  and  consolidat- 
ing the  old  Acts,  and  also  limited  generally  to  the  Bills  of 
Mortality. 

Then,  in  1774,  the  Statute  under  which  the  Plaintiff 
claims,  (14  Geo.  3,  c.  78,)  was  passed, 
(a)  12  Geo.  3,  c.  73. 
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The  preamble  recites,  that  the  Act  of  1772  for  the  regu-*        1868. 
lation  of  buildings  &c.  within  the  Bills  of  Mortality,  and       Simpson 
for  the  prevention  of  fire  within  those  limits,  had  been  found       Scottish 
insuflScient  to  answer  the  good  purposes  intended  thereby  ;    TJkion  Iksub- 
and  that  it  might  tend  to  the  safety  of  the  inhabitants  and         pant. 
prevent  inconveniences  to  builders  and  others  within  the      Argument 
said  limits,  if  the  regulations  thereof  were  repealed  and 
others  substituted :  and  then  the  statute  enacts,  that  all 
buildings  within  the  said  limits  shall  be  divided  into  certain 
classes,  and  be  subject  to  the  rules  thereinafter  contained. 
Then  follow  clauses  specifying  the  thickness  of  party  walls 
and  other  matters  in  the  several  classes,  and  making  other 
regulations  for  the  prevention  of  fire.    By  sect.  62,  sur- 
veyors are  to  be  appointed  within  the  limits  aforesaid, 
and  sect.  63^  relating  to  notices  to  surveyors,  speaks  of 
buildings  ''  within  the  limits  of  this  Act/^  instead  of  using 
the  phrase  '*  within  the  limits  aforesaid/^  employed  in  other 
clauses,  shewing  that  the  whole  statute^  except  where  the 
contrary  was  expressly  provided,  was  regarded  as  confined 
to  the  limits  of  the  Bills  of  Mortality.    It  happens,  however, 
that  in  several  clauses  which  are  obviously  subject  to  the 
same  limitation,  buildings  are  spoken  of  without  the  addi- 
tion of  the  words  "  within  the  limits  aforesaid,"  or  "within 
the  limits  of  this  Act,"  as  in  the  clauses  defining  the  several 
classes  of  buildings  where  the  addition  of  the  specific  words 
became  unnecessary.     Some  sections  of  the  Act  are  how- 
ever general      In   Richards  v.  Eaato  (a),  a  point   of 
pleading  turned  on  the  question,  whether  this  Act  was  ge- 
neral or  of  a  local  and  personal  nature ;  and  it  was  hold  that 
in  its  general  scope  the  statute  \vas  local,  though  some 
clauses  (for  example,  the  84th  and  86th  relating  to  acci- 
dental fires)  were  public;  and  in  FilUter  v.  Phippard  (b) 
the  86th  clause  was  again  held  general.     There  the  reason- 
ing was,  that  the  words  of  the  clause  were  entirely  general, 
and  were  adopted  from  a  general  provision  in  a  former  Act; 
(a)  15  M.  &  W.  251.  (6)  11  Q.  B.  347. 
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but  this  does  not  bear  with  the  same  force  on  the  sectioa 
relied  on  here  (the  83rd),  because  that  is  clearly  not  entirely 
general,  being  limited  (as  is  found  by  reference  to  section 
82)  to  insurance  offices  in  London  and  Weatminster;  and  it 
naturally  falls^  not  within  the  class  of  exceptional  general 
clauses,  but  within  the  ordinary  limits  of  the  Act  [Thqr 
also  cited  Vernon  v.  Smith  (a).] 

Again,  even  if  the  Act  applied,  the  demurrer  would  hold 
good,  because  the  right  given  by  the  statute  is  to  have  the 
money  laid  out  by  the  office  in  rebuilding;  whereas  the  only 
claim  made  was  to  pay  the  money  to  the  Plaintiff^  who  had 
rebuilt  The  object  of  the  Act  was  to  prevent  frauds,  and 
for  that  reason  it  required  that  the  rebuilding  should  be 
done  by  the  office. 

Moreover^  the  instlrance  was  in  the  tenant's  name,  and 
could  only  be  good  to  the  extent  of  the  tenant's  interest 
It  could  not  cover  the  landlord's  interest  unless  his  interest 
appeared  on  the  face  of  the  policy^  which  is  not  alleged; 
and  as  to  the  tenant's  interest  he  had  power  to  abandon^ 
and  has  abandoned,  the  claim,  and  given  up  the  policy  to  be 
cancelled :  Saddlers'  Company  v.  Badcock  (6). 

Lastly,  the  remedy,  if  any,  is  at  law  by  mandamus, 

Mr.  Everitt  for  the  Bill  :— 
We  are  within  the  statute. 

[The  Vice-Chancellor, — Is  not  your*s  a  mere  legal 
claim  ?] 

It  would  be  so,  but  for  the  circumstance  that  the  policy 
only  gives  us  a  charge  on  the  funds,  and  that  throws  the 
remedy  into  this  Court :  Law  v.  Indisputable  Company  (c). 
Hutchinson  v.  Wright  {d). 


(fl)5B.&Ald.  1. 


(i)  2  Atk.  554. 
{d)  25  Beav.  444. 


(c)  1  K.  &  J.  223. 
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As  to  the  statute,  it  is  clear  that  the  83rd  section  is      ^^'  - 
general.    The  title  and  preamble  cannot  limit  it;  and      Simpbok 
other  clauses  have  been  held  general,  on  the  ground  of  the       Scottish 
absence  of  the  restrictive  words,  which  applies  equally  to  the     ][^b  co„,  ' 
83rd  section.  It  is  a  settled  rule,  that  the  title  is  no  part  of  an        ^^^* 
Act,  neither  is  the  preamble  conclusive  :  Att  Oen.  v.  Wey-     Argwmenu 
mouth  {a),  Mills  v.  WUHtis  (6),  Hughes  v.  Chester  and 
Holyhead  Railway  Company  (c).    The  statute  (d)  which 
enacts  that  every  Act  of  Parliament  relatiug  to  England 
shall  extend  to  WcUes  and  Berwick-on- Tweed  is  an  in- 
stance, that  being  an  Act  for  granting  certain  duties. 

Here,  in  the  83rd  clause,  the  words,  *' within  the  limits 
aforesaid,"  which  occur  in  the  earlier  sections,  are  carefully 
omitted,  although  they  were  introduced  into  ihe  correspond- 
ing clause  (section  34)  of  the  previous  statute  (e),  which 
in  all  other  respects  is  identical  with  section  83  of  the  late 
statute.  A  similar  change  is  to  be  observed  in  comparing 
the  35th  section  of  the  former  Act^  which  is  limited,  with 
the  84!th  of  the  later  Act,  which  is  expressly  made  general 
The  presumption  is,  that  alterations  of  this  kind  are  made 
advisedly :  Sturgis  v.  Morse  (/). 

i  The  report  in  Paris  v.  Qilham{g)  does  not  specify 
whether  the  property  was  or  was  not  within  the  Bills  of 
IMortality,  and  the  distinction  was  apparently  thought  im- 
material The  preamble  of  7  &  8  Vict.  c.  84  was  referred 
to  as  material ;  but  that  Act  is  repealed  by  18  &  19  Vict, 
c.  122,  s.  109.  [He  also  referred  to  Dolby  v.  India  and 
London  Assurance  Company  (h),  WUliams  on  Personal 
Property,  second  edition,  p.  146,   where  an  error  as  to 

(a)  Amb.  19.  (/)  28  Beav.  398;  8.  c.  on  app. 

lb)  6  Mod.  62.  2  De  G.  F.  &  J.  223. 

(c)  1  Dr.  &  Sm.  524.  (g)  G.  Coop.  Cb.  Cases,  56. 

(cO  20  Geo.  2,  c.  42.  (a)  24  L.  J.,  C.  l\  2. 

(e)  12  Geo.  3,  c.  73. 
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Vernon  v.  Smith  is  corrected,  and  to  the  statute  1 4  Qea  3, 
c.  48.] 

Soornse^^^       ^g  ^  ^^^  f^^^  ^f  ^^  claim,  we  allege  sufficient  verbal 
AKGB  Com-     notice  before  the  rebuilding.     With  respect  to  the  remedy 

'        by  mandamus  the  nature  of  our  right  is  such  as  to  require 

^^9^*^^^^     equitable  assistance  to  enforce  a  charge. 

As  to  the  alleged  want  of  interest,  the  statute  treats  the 
policy  as  annexed  to  the  house,  and  covering  the  whole 
value  of  it,  for  the  benefit  of  the  person  entitled  thereto* 

Sir  H.  Cairns  in  reply  :— 

The  82nd  section  of  the  statute  is  clearly  limited,  and  the 
limitation  evidently  runs  on  to  the  83rd.  It  would  be 
absurd  to  suppose,  that,  if  the  office  must  be  local,  there  is 
no  limit  as  to  the  property  insured. 

Then  there  was  no  claim  on  the  office  to  rebuild ;  and  it 
is  consistent  with  the  Bill  that  Miller  had  no  interest,  and 
gave  up  the  policy  to  be  cancelled. 


Judgmmt       ViCB-ChANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WOOD  :— 

The  questions  raised  in  the  argument  on  this  demurrer 
are  of  considerable  importance,  and  I  regret  to  be  compelled 
to  decide  the  case  upon  a  narrow  ground.  But  it  appears 
to  me  clear,  that,  upon  the  facts  as  stated  in  this  Bill,  the 
demurrer  must  be  allowed.  Assuming  the  section  of  the 
statute  on  which  the  Plaintiff  relies  not  to  be  confined  to 
buildings  within  the  limits  of  the  Bills  of  Mortality,  there 
are  certain  conditions,  which  any  person  claiming  the 
benefit  of  the  enactment  must  satisfy.  The  statute  pro- 
vides, that,  on  the  request  of  the  owner,  the  office  in  which 
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a  house  is  insured  shall  apply  the  policy-money  in  restoring         1863. 
the  house.    The  owner,  therefore,  to  entitle  himself  to  relief,      Simpson 
must  show  that  he  made  a  distinct  request  to  the  office  so      scottibh 
to  lay  out  the  money,  and  that  they  refused  or  neglected  to  ^kion  ^nsdb- 
do  so.    The  averments  in  the  Bill  do  not  seem  to  me  to        pant. 
amount  to  an  allegation  of  such  a  request.  judgment. 

The  way  in  which  the  case  is  put,  apparently  in  accord- 
ance with  the  facts,  is  this.  It  is  averred  that  there  was 
an  agreement  with  the  tenants  that  they  should  insure, 
and  that  they  did  insure  in  their  own  names  ;  that  when 
the  fire  had  taken  place  the  Plaintiff  went  to  see  the  secre- 
tary  of  the  Insurance  Office,  and  claimed  to  be  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  policy,  and  to  have  the  amount 
applied  towards  rebuilding  the  houses,  and  said  that  he 
relied  on  the  office  paying  nothing  to  the  tenants;  to 
which  the  Secretary  assented.  There  was  no  reference 
on  this  occasion,  to  the  statute ;  and  it  is  certainly  a 
very  weak  averment  of  a  request  to  have  the  money 
applied  under  the  terms  of  this  Act  of  Parliament.  It 
seems  to  amount  to  no  more  than  a  demand  that  the 
money  should  be  paid  to  him  or  for  his  benefit,  and  not 
to  his  tenants.  But  this  conversation  was  followed  by  a 
formal  notice  on  the  31st  of  December,  1861 ;  and  that 
notice  is  simply  a  notice  not  to  pay  the  tenants,  the  re- 
ference evidently  being  to  the  agreement  to  insure.  That 
is  not  a  request  to  the  Company  such  as  the  Act  requires, 
but  a  claim  to  be  entitled  to  have  the  policy-money  paid  to 
him,  or  for  his  benefit,  and  not  to  the  tenants.  Nothing  more 
took  place  before  the  Company  came  to  a  settlement  with 
the  tenant)  who  abandoned  the  house-policy  on  being  paid 
the  insurance  on  his  goods.  Then  come  averments  of 
further  communications  with  the  Secretary,  in  which  the 
money  is  claimed,  and  still  no  reference  made  to  the  statute. 
Throughout,  the  Plaintiff  is  not  requesting  the  Company  to 
lay  out  the  money  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  Act  of 
Parliament,  but  claiming  to  be  the  person  really  interested 

VOL.  I.  T  T 
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1888.  under  the  policy.  Now,  I  apprehend  that  is  not  the  case 
SufpsoN  At  which  the  enactment  points  (supposiDg  it  to  be  applica- 
ScoTTisH      ^^^  without  reference  to  locality).    I  agree  that  a  tenant 

Union  Inbto-  from  year  to  year,  having  insured,  would  have  a  right 
ASCE  Com-  _  _  .  ,,,,  i.i*.i- 

PAinr.        to  say  that  the  premises  should  be  rebuilt   for  him  to 

Judbmnt.  occupy^  and  that  his  insurable  interest  is  not  limited  to  the 
value  of  his  tenancy  from  year  to  year.  Then  the  statute 
gives  the  landlord  the  right  to  require  the  money  insured 
by  his  tenant's  policy  to  be  laid  out  in  rebuilding.  But  I 
think  it  is  too  clear  for  argument,  that  if  the  owner  does 
not  make  this  request  before  a  settlement  with  the  tenant, 
he  cannot  insist  upon  it  afterwards.  I  cannot  tell  to  what 
extent  the  claim  on  the  goods-policy  may  not  have  been 
questionable^  or  what  the  consideration  for  the  surrender  of 
the  house-policy  amounted  to.  All  that  can  be  said  is^  that 
the  person  who  wasprim&  facie  entitled  to  the  money,  thought 
it  worth  while  to  abandon  it  on  certain  term&  If  that  was 
done,  as  I  must  take  it  to  have  been  done,  before  any 
such  request  as  the  statute  requires,  and  without  fraud, 
(which  is  not  averred,)  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the 
Plaintiflf's  right  could  survive.  On  this  ground,  therefore. 
I  must  hold  that  the  Bill  cannot  be  sustained,  and  it  is  not 
probable  that  the  facts  would  allow  of  any  useful  amend- 
ment. 

Another  objection  presents  itself,  which  it  would  be  still 
more  difficult  to  meet  by  any  amendment.  Supposing  that 
it  could  be  averred  that  a  formal  request  was  made  in  due 
time,  there  remains  this  difficulty : — ^The  Act  of  Parliament 
points  to  a  request  of  this  kind  in  order  that  the  Company 
may  cause  the  money  to  be  laid  out  in  rebuilding,  and  I 
think  it  dear  that  they  could  not  pay  the  money  to  the 
owner.  The  object  of  the  provision  is,  in  the  interest  of  the 
public,  to  prevent  persons  from  fraudulently  setting  fire  to 
their  houses,  and  this  is  a  fraud  which  of  course  might  be 
committed  either  by  the  owner  or  the  tenant  The  Com- 
pany themselves  are  the  persons  to  rebuild,  in  order  that 
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they  may  see  that  the  money  is  really  laid  out  in  reinstating         1S68. 
the  property,  and  that  it  is  judiciously  expended.     It  is       simpsox 
quite  true  in  this  case  that  the  value  of  the  house  is  stated       Scottish 
to  have  been  in  excess  of  the  insurance :  but  that  does  not  Union  Inscrt 

.  ANCB   COM- 

afifect  the  policy  of  the  Act,  which  does  not  in  any  case  give        pamt. 
the  owner  the  right  to  rebuild  and  claim  the  money,  but      judgment, 
requires  the  work  to  be  done  by  the  Company.    If  this 
were  otherwise^  the  purpose  of  the  Act  might  be  defeated 
by  a  landlord  taking  the  policy-money  when  there  was  a 
covenant  by  the  tenant  to  rebuild. 

I  come  now  to  another  branch  of  the  argument,  whether 
mandamus  would  not  be  the  proper  remedy,  if  any.  It  is 
settled,  that^  where  an  entirely  new  right  is  given  by  statute, 
mandamus  is  the  remedy,  though  it  is  otherwise  where  an 
old  right  only  is  enforced.  It  was  on  this  principle  that  the 
Court  declined  to  interfere  in  Wedle  v.  West  Middleaex 
WcUerworks  (a).  Unless  the  principle  of  Law  v.  The  In- 
diaputaible  dyiivpany  entitles  him  to  come  into  this  Court, 
the  Plaintiff,  if  right  at  all^  ought  clearly  to  have  proceeded 
by  mandamus ;  and  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the  right 
course  would  have  been  to  establish  the  case  by  mandamus^ 
and  then,  if  any  difficulty  occurred  in  obtaining  payment^  to 
come  here  to  enforce  it  against  the  assets  of  the  Company. 

Without,  therefore^  deciding  the  question  whether  the 
63rd  section  of  the  statute  is  general  or  locals  I  must  allow 
the  demurrer  on  these  grounds — Firsts  that  there  is  no  suffi- 
cient averment  of  a  request  pursuant  to  the  statute; 
and,  secondly,  because  an  owner  cannot  in  any  case, 
by  virtue  of  this  statute^  rebuild  the  premises  himself, 
and  demand  the  money  from  the  office ;  to  which  I  may 
add,  that)  according  to  my  present  impression,  the  applica- 
tion should  have  been  made^  in  the  first  instance,  to  the 
Queen's  Bench.    I  shall  not^  however,  refuse  leave  to 

amend. 

(a)  1  Jac.  &  W.  358. 

TT  2 
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4tt,  9th.  ALMACK  V.  HORN. 

TTtO— Con- 

'be^begotten:'^  Jb  FECIAL  Case. — Henry  Pocockmside  his  will,  dated  16th 
Devise  to/4.and  of  May,  1787,  tts  foUows : — '*  I  devise  all  my  real  estates  unto 
for  their  Uvea,  and  equally  between  my  daughter  Mary  Harriet,  widow,and 
th™*chiidren*of  ^7  granddaughter  Anrub  Maria  Harriett  for  and  during 
^.and^Mtobe  ^q  term  of  their  respective  natural  lives.     And  from  and 

begotten,  as  ten-  ,  ^  ^ 

nuts  in  common  after  the  decease  of  either  of  them,  I  give  and  devise  the 

B  beine  the  °^^^®*y  ^^  ^^^  ^  djiiig  ^^to  the  survivor  of  them  for  the 

oni  J  daughter    term  of  her  natural  life ;  and,  from  and  after  the  decease  of 

ofil— HeWthat     ,  .  ^    -  _      .  ,    ,      .         „  . ,         i 

D.  was  entitled  the  survivor  of  them,  I  give  and  devise  all  my  said  real 

l!e?*^^^kii?  estates  unto  and  to  the  use  of  all  and  every  the  child  and 

drentosharein  children  of  my  said  daughter  and  granddaughter,  lawfully 

in  tail.  to  be  begotten,  equally  to  be  divided  between  them,  if 

1^20^^)  ^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  ^   tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint 

distinguished,    tenants,  and  the  several  and  respective  heirs  of  the  bodies 

of  all  and  every  such  child  and  children  lawfully  issuing  ; 

and,  in  case  one  or  more  such  children  shall  happen  to  die 

without  issue  of  his  or  her  or  their  body  or  bodies,  then  I 

give  and  devise  the  part  or  share  of  him,  her,  or  them  so 

dying  without  issue  unto  and  to  the  use  of  the  survivors  or 

survivor  of  them,  and  the  heirs  of  the  body  or  bodies  of 

such  survivors  or  survivor  lawfully  issuing,  such  survivors  to 

take  as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenants ;    and 

if  there  shall  be  but  one  such  child,  or  if  all  of  them  but 

one  shall  die  without  issue,  then  I  give  and  devise  the 

whole  of  my  said  real  estates  unto  and  to  the  use  of  such  one 

child,  and  the  heirs  of  his  or  her  body  lawfully  issuing. 

And  for  default  of  such  issue,  I  give  and  devise  all  my  said 

real  estates  unto  and  equally  between  my  two  nephews 

H&nry  Pocook  and  John  Pocock,  and  my  two  nieces  Arm 

Pocock  and  Awn  PaVmer^  and  my  niece  Mary  Hooper, 

and  their  several  and  respective  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever 

as  tenants  in  common  and  not  as  joint  tenants/'    And  the 
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testator  bequeathed  his  personal  estate  upon  trust  to  invest 
in-  freehold  lands  in  fee  simple,  to  be  settled  to  the  uses 
before  declared  of  the  real  estates,  and  in  the  meantime  to 
be  invested,  and  the  income  applied  in  like  manner  as  the 
rents  of  the  estates  if  purchased  would  go. 

Anna  Moma  Harriet  had  three  children,  and  was  her- 
self the  only  child  of  Mary  Harriet;  and  the  main  question 
submitted  was,  whether  Arma  Maria  Ha/rriet  was  entitled 
to  share  in  the  remainder  after  her  own  and  her  mother's 
life  interests  together  with  her  own  three  children.  There 
was  also  a  question  whether  the  personalty  could  be  in- 
vested in  gavelkind  land. 
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Mr.  Caldecott  for  the  children  of  Anna  Maria  Harriet ;—     ^rrment. 

The  limitation  of  the  personalty  upon  trusts  referring  to 
the  disposition  of  the  real  estate  gives  the  Court  jurisdio- 
tion  upon  the  whole  construction. 

The  property  is  divisible  into  thirds  and  not  into  fourths. 
It  is  true,  that  the  words  ''  to  be  begotten  '*  are  ordinarily 
read  as  including  children  already  bom ;  but  this  is  only 
when  there  are  no  circumstances  to  show  an  intention  to 
exclude  existing  children.  Here  there  are  such  circum- 
stances. Arma  Maria  was  the  only  child  of  Mary  Harriet^ 
and  could  not  be  meant  to  share  with  her  own  children,  the 
testator  having  first  given  her  an  estate  for  life.  Moreover, 
the  rule  as  to  including  children  already  bom  applies  only 
to  persons  claiming  by  descenti  and  not  where  they  take 
by  purchase,  or  at  any  rate  only  in  the  absence  of  intention 
to  use  the  words  in  their  grammatical  sense,  lliis  was 
certainly  the  origin  of  the  rule :  HibblethwaUe  v.  Cart- 
wright  (a),  Hewet  v.  Irekmd  (6),  Wilkinean  v.  Adam  (o). 

(a)  Gb8.  t.  T«lb.  31.     (b)  1  P.  Wms.  426.     (c)  1  Y.  &  B.  422.   ; 
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In  Early  v.  Benbow{a)y  a  much  stronger  case  than  the 
present,  these  words  were  read  in  a  future  sense,  and  the 
whole  scope  of  the  will  shows  that  the  granddaughter  was 
^~J^      not  meant  to  share  with  her  own  children.  [He  also  cited 
"*    '     Pickup's  Trusts  (b).] 

Mr.  JdUffe,  for  a  person  claiming  under  one  of  the  chil- 
dren, supported  the  same  view. 

Mr.  DiMnson  for  persons  interested  under  Anrui  Maria 
Hwrriet : — 

The  division  must  be  in  fourths.  If  the  life  estate  were 
given  to  a  stranger  there  would  be  no  doubt  that ''  to  be 
begotten ''  must  be  read  as  equivalent  to  ''  begotten  or  to 
be  begotten."  The  rule  that '  procreandis  *  is  equivalent  to 
'  prooreatis '  is  laid  down  by  Coke,  and  is  not  disputed ;  but 
it  is  said  that  it  applies  only  to  cases  of  descent  No  doubt 
the  earliest  cases  were  of  that  description^  but  the  rule  has 
since  been  applied  to  all  cases  without  distinction :  Lamax 
V.  Hohnden  ic),  Cook  v.  Cook  (d),  and  Doe  v.  Hallett  (e), 
all  support  this  view. 

The  only  peculiarity  relied  on  to  distinguish  this  case  is 
the  limitation  for  life  to  Anna  Maria  Harriet^  and  the  sole 
authority  for  departing  from  the  settled  rule  under  any  cir- 
cumstanc<es  is  Early  v.  Benbow.  But  that  was  very  different 
from  the  present  case,  the  Vice-Chancellor  considering  that 
there  was  an  obvious  intention  not  to  give  double  legacies, 
which  compelled  him  to  adopt  the  unusual  construction  of 
the  words.  He,  therefore,  substituted  the  popular  fpr  the 
legal  construction  of  the  phrase. 

Whete  a  gift  is  to  ii.  for  life,  remamder  to  next  of  ki^  or 
relations^  A.,  if  he  is  one  of  them,  is  allowed  to  take  as  a 

(a)  2  CoU.  342.  (d)  2  Tern.  545. 

(b)  IJ.  &  H.  389.  (e)  1  M.  &  S.  124. 

(c)  1  Ves.  Sen.  290. 
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relation  or  one  of  the  next  of  kin  :  Pearce  r.  Vvncent  (a), 
Mmsley  v.  Young  (6).  This  is  exactly  parallel  to  the  pre- 
sent disposition. 

Mr.  Caldecott  in  reply. — The  next  of  kin  cases  only 
come  to  this,  that  a  testator  selects  one  object  of  bounty, 
and  gives  him  an  estate  for  life^  and  dies  intestate  as  to  the 
rest  of  his  estate.  Besideet,  there  you  could  only  exclude 
the  tenant  for  life  by  giving  a  non-natural  sense  to  the 
words  ''next  of  kin/'  while  here  it  is  the  natural  sense 
that  we  contend  for. 
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Vice-Chancelloe  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

This  special  case  raises  a  question  on  the  construction  of 
the  will  of  Henry  Pocock,  whether,  xmder  a  devise  to  tes- 
tator's daughter  and  granddaughter  for  their  lives,  with 
remainder  to  all  the  children  of  his  said  daughter  and 
granddaughter  lawfully  to  be  begotten,  as  tenants  in 
common,  the  granddaughter  is  entitled  to  share  together 
with  her  own  children.  The  point  arises,  not  upon  the 
devise  itself,  which  passes  the  l^al  estate,  but  upon  a  gift^ 
by  reference,  of  the  personal  estate,  which  renders  it  neces- 
sary to  put  a  construction  upon  the  devise. 

Now,  there  is  no  doubt  about  the  strict  legal  sense  of 
the  words  **  to  be  begotten  ;*'  but  the  question  is,  how  far 
that  sense  can  be  controlled  by  the  language  of  the  will, 
coupled  with  the  actual  circumstances  of  the  family.  The 
facts  stated  are — ^that  there  was  no  other  child  of  the 
daughter  than  the  one  to  whom  a  life  estate  was  given, 
and  it  was  contended,  that,  upon  the  principle  of  Early 
V.  Beribow,  this  circumstance  was  sufficient  to  justify 
me  in  departing  from  the  strict  legal  construction,  and 
reading  the  words  ''to  be  begotten"  in  their  future 

(a)  2  My.  &  £.  800.  (b)  2  My.  &  E.  780. 


March  9/A. 
Judgment 
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1S63.  sense.  In  Early  v,  Benbovj  the  word  was  "born  "and 
not  "  begotten,"  which  is  perhaps  rather  stronger  in  favor 
of  including  all.  Originally,  the  rule  by  which  the  words 
jjlj  ^  "  to  be  begotten  "  were  extended  to  include  existing  chil- 
dren, was  introduced  to  prevent  confusion  in  descents,  as 
Lord  Talbot  observes  in  Hebblethwaite  v.  Cartvmght;  but 
it  is  clear  that  the  rule  was  afterwards  extended  to  the 
case  of  children  taking  by  purchase. 

The  correct  way  of  stating  it  is,  not  to  say  that  a  non- 
natural  sense  is  given  to  the  future  words,  but  that  the 
apparently  future  expression  is  read  as  having  no  reference 
to  time  at  all^  but  as  a  mode  of  pointing  out  the  stirps  by 
way  of  description.    Accordingly,  it  became  settled  law 
that  procreatis  and  procreandis  were  equivalent  expressions. 
Doe  V.  Hallett  is  perhaps  a  stronger  case  than  any  other, 
because  there  was  a  special  proviso  in  which  the  words 
'*  hereafter  to  be  bom,'*  which  point  clearly  to  time,  wer^ 
employed,  and  yet  the  Court  held  that  the  strict  legal  con- 
struction must  prevail.     In  several  of  the  authorities  it  is 
said  (as  it  may  be  in  every  case)  that  you  must  look  to  the 
surrounding  circumstances  and  the  limitations  of  the  will. 
In  Early  v.  Benborv  legacies  of  £600  each  were  given  to 
certain  named  children  of  testator's  brother  Henry,  and 
legacies  of  £500  each  to  named  children  of  one  of  Henry's 
daughters.     This  was  followed  by  a  gift  of  ^^500  to  each 
child  ''  that  may  be  born  "  to  either  of  the  children  of  either 
of  testator's  brothers  lawfully  begotten.    The  named  lega- 
tees did  not  exhaust  the  whole  class  of  brother's  grandchil- 
dren, and  the  Vice-chancellor  was  of  opinion  that  the 
testator,  having  made  such  provision  for  the  named  grand- 
children, could  not  have  intended  to  introduce  the  same 
persons  again  into  the  general  class  so  as  to  give  them 
double  legacies.    I  think  very  few  minds  would  fail  to 
follow  the  reasoning  of  that  judgment ;  but  the  case  before 
me  is  very  different. 
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Nothing  is  more  mischievous  than  ic^  depart  from  the 
settled  legal  meaning  of  words,  unless  thoi"^  is  something 
in  the  instrument  which  absolutely  requires  tL^t  you  should 
do  so.  The  only  peculiarity  in  this  will  is  tho  gifl  of  a 
life  estate,  followed  by  a  sweeping  clause  earthing  the 
property  subject  to  the  life  estate  to  a  class  of  which  (accord* 
ing  to  strict  legal  construction)  the  tenant  for  life  would  be  a 
member  together  with  her  own  children.  But  though  pecu- 
liar there  is  nothing  in  this  disposition  so  extravagant  and 
absurd  as  to  compel  one  to  reject  the  legal  construction  of 
the  words.  It  involves  no  inconsistency  to  say,  that  the 
devisee  shall  take  the  whole  for  life,  and  that  after  her  death 
her  children  shall  be  let  in  to  share  the  fee  with  her.  I  think 
that  decisions,  where,  under  a  gift  to  one  for  life  and  then  to 
the  next  of  kin,  the  tenant  for  life  has  been  admitted  to 
share  as  one  of  the  next  of  kin^  have  a  very  strong  bearing 
on  this  question.  The  distinction,  that  in  the  next  of  kin 
cases  the  natural  sense  of  the  words  is  followed,  while  to  admit 
the  tenant  for  life  here  would  be  to  give  a  non-natural  sense 
to  words  importing  futurity,  is  open  to  this  answer,  that  the 
sense  said  to  be  non-natural  has  always  been  held  by  all 
conrts  to  be  the  proper  and  natural  construction.  It  might 
be  added,  as  a  further  distinction  between  this  case  and 
Early  v.  BeriboWy  that  this  is  a  gift  of  realty,  and  that  the 
Court  always  leans  to  early  vesting.  The  construction 
which  would  exclude  the  tenant  for  life  might  keep  the 
vesting  in  suspense  for  a  longer  period.  Even  the  singu- 
larity of  the  arrangement,  that  a  mother  should  take  with 
her  own  children,  loses  some  of  its  weight,  when  it  is  ob- 
served, that  on  any  view  the  uncles  and  aunts  were  to  share 
in  common  with  their  nephews  and  nieces.  I  think  it  would 
be  very  unsafe  upon  a  will  such  as  this  to  depart  from  the 
legal  construction  of  the  words,  and  I  shall  therefore,  fol- 
lowing Doe  V.  Hallett,  decide  that  the  tenant  for  life  'is 
entitled  to  share  with  her  children.  The  answer  to  the 
case  will  be,  that,  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the 
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will,  the  personal  estate  ought  to  be  laid  out  in  land  of 
common  socage  tenure;  and  that  in  the  events  that  have 
happened,  on  the  death  of  the  testator's  granddaughter 
Anna  Maria  Hai^riet,  such  lands,  when  purchased,  would 
become  divisible  into  fourths  between  the  granddaughter 
or  her  heirs  and  her  three  children^  as  tenants  in  common 
in  tail. 


Jitdffment 


1864.  WATERHOUSE  v.  WILKINSON. 

Practice-^  '       ^^^  ^^  ^^  administration  suit,  in  which  an  order  had 
Opening  Bid'   been  made  for  the  scde  of  certain  property,  being  an  midi- 

utKQt^'^  Sou  by 

sealed  Tendere.  vided  moiety  of  No.  I^  St.  Paul's  Church  Yard. 

Where,  after  an 

nnauccessfui  The  property  had  previously  been  valued  by  a  surveyor 

Bftle  by  Auction 

the  Chief  Clerk  appointed  by  the  Court  at  dC'SOOO,  and  it  was  put  up  for  sale 
iTufu^f  a'   by  auction  on  29th  July,  1863,  but  only  £3800  was  oflfered, 

llSlSftonderr*  *^^  ^^^  property  was  bought  in. 

might  be  sent  In: 

-.He/d,thatthi8      An  offer  to  purchase  for  £4200  was  then  made  by  /.  K^ 

in  the  rules  as'  Farlow,  and  Subsequently  an  offer  at  £4350  was  made  by 
Sn^'^inStha*  ^^^  Plaintiff.  Further  offers  were  then  made  on  both 
biddings  open-  parts,  the  highest  being  one  by  Farlow  for  ^4600. 

alargaadTanoe.  The  Chief  Clerk,  thereupon,  in  order  that  the  Chambers 
might  not  be  converted  into  an  auction  mart,  directed  that 
sealed  tenders  should  be  sent  in,  which  he  would  open  on 
the  15th  December.  This  was  done,  and  it  was  found  that 
the  Plaintiff's  offer  was  de4820,  and  that  of  Farlow  only 
£4801;  and  the  Chief  Clerk  made  an  entry  of  the  &ct8, 
and  that  the  purchase  by  the  Plaintiff  was  confirmed. 

The  Plaintiff  then  took  out  a  summons  to  confirm  the 
contract;  but  Farlow  having  since  offered  ^^5300,  the  persons 
interested  claimed  to  have  the  biddings  opened.  This 
summons  was  adjourned  into  Court  FaHow  was  not 
served. 
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Sir  H,  Caim8,(lG.,  and  Mr.  C.  Walkerjoi  the  Plamtiflf  :— 

This  is  not  a  sale  by  auction,  but  by  private  contract,  like 
Millican  v.  VanderplanA  (a),  before  your  Honour,  and  the 
practice  as  to  opening  biddings  does  not  apply.  The  sale, 
therefore,  ought  to  be  confirmed. 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagshawe,  for  the  beneficiaries 
under  the  will. — Except  in  form,  this  was  essentially  a  sale 
by  auction,  and  the  practice  is  settled  by  OaboriM  v. 
Foreman  (b)  (aflSrmed  under  the  name  Barlow  v.  Otf- 
bome  (e),  where  under  similar  circumstances  it  was  held 
that  there  had  been  no  confirmation  in  any  sense  to  pre- 
Tent  the  opening  of  the  biddings. 

Mr.  Luahi/ngton  for  the  trustees : — 

Sir  jy.  Caima  in  reply. — Osborne  v.  Foreman  was  a  case 
of  public  competition  by  tender,  this  a  private  sale  to  one 
of  two  competitors. 

The  practice  of  opening  biddings  was  introduced  when 
the  Court  used  to  sell  without  reserve,  and  ought  to  have 
been  discontinued  (and  certainly  should  not  be  extended) 
now  that  the  practice  is  to  fix  a  reserved  bidding. 

The  case  stood  over  to  obtain  the  Chief  Clerk's  state* 
ment  of  what  had  taken  place. 


1864. 


Vice-Chancellob  Ser  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

This  case  conies  from  Chambers  on  the  question,  whether 
a  purchaser,  under  circumstances  which  I  will  describe, 
of  property  ordered  to  be  sold  in  the  suit,  can  be  deprived 
of  his  purchase,  and  the  biddings  opened  in  consequence 
of  what  has  since  occurred. 

The  property^  which  was  an  undivided  moiety,  was  put 
(a)  11  Hare,  136.    (b)  8  D.  M.  &  0. 123.    (e)  6  H.  L.  Gas.  66B. 


Jan.  19M. 
Judgment 


Judgm4nt, 
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1864.         up  for  sale  by  auction,  but  was  not  sold.    It  had  been 
Watbrhousb    valued  before  the  auction  at  £8000.     Two  persons,  and 
WiLKucsoN.     ^^^y  '^^'  appear  to  have  been  anxious  to  obtain  the  pro- 
perty, and  they  alone  competed  at  the  auction,  but  did  not 
offer  so  much  as  the  reserved  bidding.    After  the  failure 
of  the  auction,  the  Chief  Clerk  thinking  it  not  desirable  to 
have  a  competition  in  Chambers  in  the  nature  of  an  auction 
by  successive  offers  from  these  two  gentlemen,  proposed 
that  they  should  send  in  sealed  tenders.    These  were  sent 
in  and  opened,  and  the  Chief  Clerk  declared  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  made  the  higher  offer ;  and  the  question  is, 
whether  that  declaration  constitutes  this  gentleman  the 
purchaser  conclusively,  so  as  to  oust  the  ordinary  practice 
with  reference  to  the  opening  of  biddings  upon  a  higher 
price  being  offered  before  a  sale  is  finally  confirmed.     t\, 
appears  that  the  Chief  Clerk  never  treated  this  proceeding 
by  sealed  tenders  as  anything  else  than  an  auction  under  a 
more  convenient  form.     There  is  no  entry  in  his  book  to 
say  that  the  highest  bidder  was  to  have  the  purchase  abso- 
lutely.     After  the  tenders  were    opened,  an  entry  was 
made,   that   the   Plaintiff  was  the  highest  bidder,   and 
that  his  purchase  was  confirmed ;  but  it  is  obvious  that 
it  could  not,  in  fact,  be  confirmed  in  any  absolute  sense, 
because  that  would  require  a  previous  certificate,  upon 
which  the  mode  of  proceeding  would  be  that  explained 
in  Barlow  v.  Oabome,  by  the  House  of  Lords.      The 
result  of  that  decision  is,  that  there  has  been  no  change  in 
the  general  rule  as  to  the  necessity  of  confirmation  and  the 
duty  of  the  Court  to  open  the  biddings,  though  by  reason 
of  the  Masters  Abolition  Act  there  is  some  alteration  in 
the  form  of  confirmation.    The  sole  question  is,  whether  this 
case  falls  within  the  principle  of  my  decision  in  MiUiccm 
V.  Vanderplank — a  decision  which  was  not  disapproved  in 
Oabome  v.  Foreman — where  I  held,  that,  on  a  sale  by 
private  contract,  when  the  Master  had  once  approved  of  a 
sale^  the  ordinary  practice  as  to  opening  biddings  had  no 
application. 
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I  cannot  find  any  substantial  distinction  between  this        1864. 

case  and  Barlow  v.  Osborne.    The  only  peculiarity  is^  that  Watebboubb 

the  bidders  were  limited  to  two.     The  use  of  the  word  wiLKwaow. 


'*  confirmed  "  by  the  Chief  Clerk  clearly  does  not  affect 
the  case ;  for  the  only  effect  I  can  give  to  that  word  is  to 
treat  the  entry  as  exactly  equivalent  to  an  auctioneer 
knocking  down  the  property  to  a  particular  bidder. 

'An  advance  of  ^480  has  since  been  offered ;  and,  holding 
the  general  practice  to  apply,  I  think  I  am  concluded  by  the 
authorities.  The  case  must  go  back  to  Chambers  with  this 
expression  of  my  opinion.  Therefore,  upon  the  costs  being 
paid,  and  Farlow  becoming  bound  and  paying  his  purchase 
money  on  a  day  to  be  named^  there  will  be  no  order  on 
this  application. 


Judgmmi» 


Re  NATAL  &c.  COMPANY  Limited).  jses. 

rii  Noff.2\Mt, 

X  HIS  was  a  Petition  for  a  winding-up  order.     It  ap-  WindUig-vp^ 

peared  that  the  Company  had  been  but  lately  established,  ^862— S«^'' 
that  it  consisted  of  but  nine  shareholders  in  all,  and  that  **^^' 

it  had  been  almost  at  once  unsuccessful.     The  only  debt  2?thrOom-"* 
mentioned  in  the  Petition  was  a  sum  due  in  respect  of  cer-  ?•">••  ^^ 

'^  1862,   aa   to 

tain  property  which  was  expected  to  prove  of  less  value  than  winding-up 
the  debt,  but  the  anticipated  deficiency  had,  by  arrange-  court  of  Chan- 
ment,  been  taken  upon  themselves  by  such  of  the  share-  J^ndedtoT^?' 

holders  as  were  SUi  juris.  to  cases  where 

there  is  a  very 

amaU  body  of 

shareholders, 

Mr.  PAeor,  for  the  Petitioner,  asked  for  a  winding-up  f^^^^^fwa 

order.  of  voluntary 

winding-up 

Mr.  Heathy  for  two  other  shareholders,  consented.  ^"*' 

Mr.  James,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  TerreU,  for  three  other  share-        ^^ 
holders,  opposed  : — 

There  is  nothing  to  be  done :  the  only  debt  due  has  been 


640 
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1863. 

Rb  Natal, 

&c.,  compakt 

(Ldkited). 

Argument, 


JucUrmeiU* 


arranged,  and  the  Company  can  be  perfectly  well  wound 
up  out  of  Court. 

Mr.  Phear,  in  reply. — There  are  but  nine  shareholders 
in  all ;  I  and  my  friend  Mr.  Heath  represent  four  out  of 
the  nine,  and  are  anxious  for  this  order ;  Mr.  James  repre- 
sents three  who  oppose,  two  are  silent.  It  is  no  matter 
that  we  are  not  unanimous :  the  Company  must  be  wound 
up,  and  its  debts  ascertained  and  paid.  True,  the  respon- 
dents have  sworn  that  they  believe  there  are  none,  but  that 
cannot  be  proved  till  the  result  of  winding-up  is  known. 


Viob-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood:— 

The  Act,  under  the  provisions  of  which  it  is  sought  to 
obtain  this  order,  is  a  very  beneficial  Act  where  there  are 
numerous  parties  concerned,  because,  in  such  a  case,  it  is 
almost  impossible  properly  to  adjust  and  enforce  their 
mutual  rights  without  the  interposition  .of  this  Court,  and 
then  the  machinery  provided  by  this  Act  enables  the  Court 
to  interfere  in  the  most  advantageous  manner  practicable ; 
but  it  never  was  intended  to  be  turned  into  a  mere  machine 
for  causing  costs,  which  is  the  only  effect  which  I  can  at- 
tribute to  this  Petition. 

This  Company  barely  comes  within  the  t^rms  of  the 
Act.  It  being  necessary  to  fix  some  minor  limit  to  the 
number  of  persons  who  might  combine  to  form  a  Joint 
Stock  Company  as  distinguished  from  an  ordinary  part- 
nership, that  limit  was  fixed  at  seven ;  and  this  Company 
consists  of  nine  shareholders  merely.  It  is  said  that  some 
of  them  are  not  competent  to  act  without  the  direction  of 
the  Court,  but  seven  of  them  have  no  difficulty  in  acting 
as  they  please;  and  this  being  a  Joint  Stock  Company,  they 
have  full  power  to  bind  the  remaining  two. 

Then  I  do  not  find  it  suggested  that  there  is  any  debt 
due  from  the  Company  except  the  engagement  which  the 
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two  respondents  have  been  duly  authorised  to  arrange^  and 
which  they  have  in  fact  arranged  by  agreeing  to  sell  the  pro- 
perty, and  make  the  seven  gentlemen  who  are  sui  juris  re-  ^^r"  p^^^^^ 
sponsible  for  the  balance  according  to  their  shares :  and  there 
IS  not  a  hmt  that  any  person  has  any  ground  for  complaint 
with  reference  to  this  arrangement,  or  is,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, exposed  to  any  danger  which  the  proceedings 
under  this  Petition  could  lessen  or  obviate.  Some  stress 
has  been  laid  upon  the  number  of  shareholders  who  have 
consented ;  but  I  find  that  one  of  them  says  he  is  surprised 
by  the  Petition,  and  that  when  asked  for  his  signature  he 
was  told  it  was  a  matter  of  form. 

I  dismiss  this  Petition  with  costs. 


DETTMAR  v.  METROPOLITAN  AND  PROVINCIAL 
BANK  (Limited). 


D«c.l6M,lS<&, 


PromitaotyNoie 

HIS  was  a  Bill  seeking  to  make  the  Defendants,  the  Proof-tnat 
Metropolitan  and  Provincial  Bank  (Limited),  responsible    ^^  Tmaues. 

^  r^        ,      -  .        ,   ,        ,       -rv   ^      ,         ^  NotwithBtand- 

tor  a  breach  of  trust  committed  by  the  Defendant  George  log  the  general 
Long  Cobden,  under  the  following  circumstances  : —  ^^  Is  oL  Uw 

maker  of  a  ne- 

Sir  George  CarroU.hy  his  will  dated  6th  of  April,  1869,  gotiable  instra- 
bequeathed  his  residuary  estate  to  his  widow,  Lady  Carroll,  Ji,a^  it  hag  been 
and  his  friend  Joseph  Mayn/ard,  upon  the  usual  trusts  for  j^'^nnd.^n^he 
sale,  conversion,  and  investment  thereof,  and  upon  trust  fi"t  place  (un- 

,  .      ,         1.        V        .  /i^rxrw/v/%  .  1         .      lesahebeaderi- 

(amongst  other  things)  to  invest  £10,000  in  manner  therein  yative  indomee 
mentioned,  and  to  pay  the  income  arising  therefrom  to  his  ing^the^coi^' 
son-in-law,  Mr.  Cobden,  (who  died  in  November,  1859)  for  "S^y  ^^  \**o 

'  '  ^  *  '  bill  or  note)  to 

life,  with  remainder  upon  trust  for  such  of  his  children  as  shov  that  the 
being  sons  should  attain  twenty-one,  or  being  daughters  Taiueforit 
should  attain  that  age  or  marry;  with  the  usual  mainten-     Whenabank,     ^ 
ance  clause ;  and  he  directed  his  said  trustees  to  set  apart  of  tha  relative 

position  of  the  parties,  places  the  proceeds  of  a  promissory  note,  which  has  been  made 
in  their  favour  by  i4.  (a  person  just  come  of  age,)  unreservedly  in  the  power  of  B,  (a 
person  who  stands  in  loco  parentis  to  A.^  knowing  at  the  time  that  B,  claims  to  be  a  creditor 
of  ^.  to  a  large  amount  for  necessaries  supplied,  and  B,  afterwards  misappropriates  the 
money,  the  b^k  will  be  restrained  from  suing  on  the  note. 
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1868.        1^  many  sums  of  jP2000  each  as  there  should  be  children 

BiTTMAB      of  the  said  Mr.  Cobde7i  living  at  his  (the  testator's)  death, 

Mbtrofou-    and  to  pay  the  income  arising  therefrom  for  the  mainten- 

^CT^^Awi*'  ance  of  such  children  respectively,  and  to  hold  the  capital 

(Limited),     upon  trusts  similar  to  those  of  the  jPl 0,000.    And,  after 

Sttument.      certain  other  legacies,  the  testator  bequeathed  his  residuary 

estate  to  Lady  Carroll  for  life,  with  remainder  upon  trusts 

for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  the  said  Mr.  Cobden,  similar 

to  those  of  the  0^10,000. 

The  said  Mr.  Cobden  had  six  children,  namely  ;  KcUher- 
ine  (a  Plaintiff),  who  attained  twenty-one  on  the  4th  of  May, 
1861;  Louisa  (a  Plaintiff),  who  attained  twenty-one  on  the 
17th  of  May,  1862 ;  George,  Hoisted,  Frank,  and  Evvma, 
who  are  all  still  infants.  On  attaining  twenty-one  the 
Plaintiffs  Kathervne  and  Louisa  also  became  entitled  in 
possession  to  certain  other  funds  not  material  to  be  speci- 
fied. The  Plaintiff  Mortimer  Dettmar  was  not  interested 
in  the  suit  otherwise  than  as  being  now  the  husband  of  the 
Plaintiff  2/0Ui«a,  and  throughout  the  following  statement  the 
expression  "the  Plaintiffs"  refers  only  to  the  Plaintiffe 
Katherine  Cobden  and  Louisa  Dettmar. 

On  the  10th  of  November,  1861,  a  suit  of  Cobden  v. 
Maynard  was  instituted  by  the  Defendant  Oeorge  Long 
Cobden  (the  uncle  of  the  Plaintiffs,)  as  next  friend  of  his 
brother's  children,  for  the  purpose  of  having  the  trusts  of 
Sir  George  CarrdWs  will  carried  into  execution,  A  decree 
was  made  in  the  suit  on  the  8th  of  Nov.  1862. 

By  orders  made  in  the  cause  of  Cobden  v.  Afaynard  the 
Defendant  Cobden  was  appointed  guardian  of  the  infants. 
Plaintiffs  in  that  suit,  and  an  allowance  was  made  him  for 
their  maintenance. 

Lady  Carroll  died  in  September,  1 862.  In  the  course 
of  the  month  of  October,  1862,  the  Plaintiffit  signed  a 


(Limited). 
Statement, 
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guarantee  to  indemuify  the  estate  against  the  consequencea        ises. 
of  an  advance  of  £260  to  their  brother  Oeorge,  which  was     Dbttmab 
thereupon  advanced  to  him  by  order  of  the  Court.  Metropoli- 

TAN  &  PrOTIH- 

Onlhe  3rd  of  November,  1862,  two  indentures  of  settle-  cial  Bawk 
ment  were  executed.  One  of  these  deeds  was  made  between 
the  Plaintiff  Katherine  of  the  one  part,  and  the  Defendant 
Cobden  of  the  other  part ;  and  thereby  she  vested  all  her 
property  and  interest  in  the  funds  aforesaid  in  Cobden  as 
sole  trustee  thereof,  upon  trust  for  herself  for  life  for  her 
separate  use  without  power  of  anticipation,  with  remainder 
to  her  children  ad  she  should  appoint,  and  in  default  of 
appointment  equally ;  and,  in  case  she  should  have  no 
children^  then  upon  trusts  framed  to  exclude  from  all  in- 
terest therein  any  husband  whom  she  might  marry  ;  and, 
after  a  number  of  the  ordinary  management  clauses,  the 
settlement  in  question  vested  a  power  of  appointment  of 
new  and  additional  trustees  in  the  Defendant  Cobden  and 
his  heirs,  and  (after  his  death)  in  the  surviving  or  con- 
tinuing trustees  or  trustee  "for  the  time  being*'  thereof; 
and  it  was  provided  that  such  appointment  should  be  con- 
sidered necessary  if  the  Plaintiff  Katherine,  whether  co- 
vert or  sole,  should  in  writing  require  it  to  be  made. 
The  deed  then  provided  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
Defendant  (7o&c267i,  or  other  the  trustees  for  the  time  being, 
"if  he  or  they  shall,  in  their  uncontrolled  discretion,  think 
fit,"  upon  any  treaty  for  the  marriage  of  the  Defendant 
Katherine^  and  with  her  consent  in  writing,  to  resettle  the 
property ;  and  it  was,  lastly,  declared  that  it  should  be 
lawful  for  the  Plaintiff  Katherine,  with  the  consent'of  the 
trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being,  at  any  time  after  she 
should  have  attained  the  age  of  twenty-five  years,  to  revoke 
or  vary  any  of  the  trusts  aforesaid. 

This  settlement  was  revoked  on  the  20th  of  April,  1863, 
in  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned  power. 

The  other  settlement  was  in  precisely  the  same  terms, 
VOL.  I.  u  u 
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only  subfititutiiig  the  name  o£  the  Plaintiff  Louisa  for  that 
Dbttmab     of  the  Plaintiff  Katherine, 

9, 

Motbopoli-        There  was  some  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  what  took 

TAW  &  PBOYBf- 

oiAL  Bank  place  whoD  these  deeds  were  executed,  the  Plaintiffs  saying 
Q  imitbd;.  ^^^^  ^^^  Defendant  Cobden  had  represented  to  them  that 
Staiement.  ^^^  j^^^.^  Chancellor  required  them  to  execute  some  deeds 
relating  to  their  property,  and  that  they  had  signed  them 
on  that  representation  without  further  investigation. 
Messrs.  Mason,  Sturt,  &  Mason,  however,  who  had  pre- 
pared the  deeds,  proved  that  they  had  been  duly  read 
over  and  explained  to  the  Plaintiffs  at  .the  time,  and  that 
they  had  then  at  least  fully  understood  their  effect. 

Early  in  the  month  of  November,  1862,  the  Defendant 
Cobden  took  a  furnished  house  at  Brighton  for  the  use  of 
the  Plaintiffs  and  their  brother  and  sister,  and  the  family 
continued  to  reside  there  until  Mrs.  Dettmar^s  marriage. 

.  It  appeared  that  all  the  necessary  funds  for  keeping  up 
this  establishment  were  in  fact  supplied  by  Cobden  in 
driblets  as  required  ;  and  he  stated,  but  there  was  no  satis- 
factory evidence  on  the  point,  that  the  moneys  so  supplied 
by  him  largely  exceeded  the  allowance  for  maintenance 

which  had  been  made  to  him. 

The  Defendant  Cobden  wa9  one  of  the  directors  of  the 
Defendant  The  MetropoUtcm  rf  c.  Bank,  and  some  time  in 
December,  1862,  he  called  on  Mr.  Burton,  the  manager  of 
the  Bank,  and  had  an  interview  with  him.  The  account  of 
this  interview  given  by  the  Bank  was  as  follows: — 
Cobden  stated  that  his  nieces  were  entitled  to  a  large  sum  of 
money  under  Sir  George  Carroll's  will,  and  wished  to  an- 
ticipate the  payment  of  the  legacies ;  that  they  had  no 
ready  money ;  that  he  had  to  support  them,  and  had  spent 
about  £1500  for  them  already,  and  could  not  afford  to 
spend  any  more ;  that  they  had  a  large  establishment  at 
BHghton  to  keep  up,  and  five  or  six  in  family  to  maintain ; 
and  that  they  had  expensive  tastes,  knowing  that  they 
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would   Boon  be   possessed  of  something  like   £100,000.  1868. 

Cobden  then  asked  Burton  whether,  under  these  circum-  Dkrhis 

stances,  the  Bank  would  entertain  a  proposal  for  a  loan  of  metropoli- 

jgaOOO  or  0^4000  to  his  nieces?  ^wr^w  replied,  that  he  tahA^ovih* 

could  not  himself  entertain  such  a  proposal,  and  that  it  was  (Limited). 

matter  for  a  solicitor.     Cobden  then  suggested  that  the  siaUmtnt, 
solicitor  for  his  nieces  should  see  the  solicitors  of  the  Bank 
on  the  subject;  to  which  Burton  assented,  and  the  inter- 
view terminated. 

The  business  of  the  Bank  was  managed  by  a  committee, 
consisting  of  Burton  and  two  directors  in  rotation,  and 
called  ''  The  Rota  Committee.*'  On  the  same  day,  and 
shortly  after  this  interview  with  Cobden^  Burton  men- 
tioned the  matter  to  the  Itota  Committee,  and  the  com- 
mittee agreed  to  make  the  required  advance  ^'  if  the  soli- 
citors of  the  Bank  should  make  a  fiivourable  report  as  to 
the  property  to  which  the  ladies  were  entitled,  and  if 
Cobden  would,  as  well  as  Iiis  nieces,  make  himself  respon- 
sible for  the  money  if  advanced." 

On  the  29th  of  December,  1862,  the  solicitors  of  the 
Bank  received  the  following  letter  from  Messrs.  Mason 
(f  Co.,  Cobden'a  solicitors,  and  who  were  also  solicitors 
for  the  Flaintifis  in  the  suit  of  Cobden  v.  Maynard — 

"  7,  Oresham  Street,  29th  Dec.  1862. 
"  Messrs.  Davidson,  Bradbury,  <fc  Hardwick 
"  Dear  Sirs. — Some  clients  of  ours  are  about  to  borrow 
^^4000  from  the  Metropolitan  ^  Provinml  Bank,  and 
we  shall  be  glad  to  see  you  on  the  subject.  When  can  we 
do  so  ?  It  would  be  convenient  if  you  could  appoint  to  be 
here,  as  you  could  then  see  our  clients'  proposed  security, 
as  we  propose  to  have  a  mere  equitable  charge  at  first  in 
the  shape  of  an  agreement  for  a  mortgage,  the  money  being, 
as  we  are  instructed,  required  to-morrow.     Yours,  truly, 

«  Mason,  Stubt,  &  Mason." 

In  consequence  of  this  letter,  Mr.  Carr,  of  the^  firm  of 
u  u  2 


,%tiement 
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1863.        Davidson  ^  Co.,  called  the  next  day  on  Messrs.  Mason  ^ 

PxTTMAR       Co.,  and  was  infonned  of  the  principal  facts  above  stated, 

Mbtropoli-    ""^^  *^®  proceedings  in  Ccbden  v.  Maynard;  and  the  aei- 

TAN  &^oviK-  tlements  referred  to  were  produced  to  and  inspected  by  him. 

..„»  On  the  same  day  Messrs.  Davidson  it  Co.  wrote  to 

Mr.  Maynard  the  following  letter : — 

"  30th  Dec,  1862. 

"  Dear  Sir. — Our  clients  The    Metropolitan  ^  Pro- 

vindal  Bank  propose  to  open  a  credit j;^to-day  in  favour  of 

the  Misses  Kathervne  E,  and  Louisa  A.  Cobden^  taking  as 

security  a  charge  on  the  shares  of  those  ladies  under  the 

will  of  the  late  Sir  Oeorge  CarroU,  Knight,  of  which  we 

understand  you  are  the  surviving  trustee.    Will  you  have 

the  goodness  to  inform  us  by  the  bearer  if  you  are  aware  of 

anj  incumbrance  created  by  the  ladies,  or  either  of  them^ 

on  the  shares  or  hereditaments  in  question. 

•'  We  are,  dear  Sir,  yours  faithfully, 

"  Davidson  &  Co." 

In  reply  to  this  letter,  Mr.  Maynard  informed  them  of 
the  existence  of  the  aforesaid  voluntary  settlements. 

On  the  same  30th  December,  Messrs.  Mason  f  Co,  wrote 
and  sent  the  following  letter  to  Messrs.  Davidson  Jk  Co. 

"  Dear  Sirs. — Cohden's  Loan. — ^We  have  an  appointment, 
to  explain  to  Mr.  Burton  how  we  arrive  at  the  estimated 
value  of  the  security,  for  two  o'clock,  at  the  Metropolitan 
Bank.  Will  you  please  to  inform  him  of  the  result  of  your 
investigation  at  once,  or  to  meet  us  there,  as  we  shall  re- 
quire the  papers.    Tours,  truly, 

'*  Mason,  Stttbt  &  Mason.'* 

On  the  same  day  a  meeting  for  the  said  purpose  took 
place  between  the  Defendant  Cobden  and  Kir.  Burton 
and  Mr.  Carr,  on  the  part  of  the  Bcmk,  and  Mr.  Mason  on 
the  part  of  the  PlaintifFs.  No  other  person  was  present 
It  took  place  in  the  manager's  private  room,  and  lasted 
about  half  an  hour. 
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The  account  of  this  meeting  contained  in  the  answer  of        1863. 
the  Bank  was  to  the  following  effect : —  Dbttmaii 

Burton  said,  that  there  were  two  points  to  be  asoer-  Hbtbopoli- 
tained— Ist,  whether  Cobden'a  nieces  were  really  entitled  *^^^*  bank^' 
to  the  money ;  and,  secondly,  whether  they  would  have  (Limitm)). 
the  money  within  a  reasonable  time,  as  it  would  not  suit  Statement. 
the  Bank's  purpose  to  lend  the  money  for  more  than  three 
or  four  months.  Mason  said,  that  the  Bank  would  have 
ample  security,  as  the  young  ladies  were  entitled  to  at  least 
£20,000  a  piece;  and  Garr  expressed  himself  satisfied  on 
this  point.  BuHon  asked  **  specially  and  pointedly  "  when 
ihey  would  be  likely  to  have  any  of  the  money  ?  and  Mason 
said,  he  thought  they  would  be  able  within  three  months  to 
obtain  payment  of  a  part  of  the  fund  in  Court.  Burton 
then  said,  that, ''  after  this  explanation  and  assurance,  he 
should  have  no  hesitation  in  proposing  a  loan  to  the  said 
Mr.  Cobden's  said  nieces  of  -^3,000  or  ^4,000  for  the 
sanction  of  the  Beta  Committee  on  next  day.''  Nothing 
was  said  as  to  the  purposes  for  which  the  loan  was  required^ 
except  that  Cobden  stated  generally  that  he  had  made  ad- 
vances for  the  maintenance  of  his  nieces  and  their  brothers 
and  sisters,  and  that  the  object  of  the  proposed  loan  was  to 
find  ready  money  for  their  maintenance  and  personal  use, 
and  for  the  purposes  of  their  estate^  pending  the  suit  of 
Cobden  v.  Maynard. 

On  the  next  day  another  meeting  took  place  in  the 
board-room  of  the  Bank.  There  was  considerable  conflict 
of  testimony  as  to  what  then  took  place ;  but^  as  his  Honour 
eventually  determined  entirely  to  disregard  the  evidence  of 
the  Plaintiffs,  it  will  be  sufficient  to  state  the  account  of  such 
interview  given  by  Bwrton  and  relied  on  by  the  Bank. 

Mr.  Burton's  account  of  the  matter  was  as  follows : — 

"  On  the  31st  day  of  December,  1862,  the  said  George 
Long  Cobden  and  the  Flaintifib  (with  another  young  lady, 
who  was,  as  I  believei  their  younger  sister,)  called  at  the 
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186S.         Banking  House^  No.  75,  Comhdlf  aforesaid,  of  the  said 

Dbitmar      Bank,  and  they  were  shewn  into  the  board-room  there  ;  I 

Mktkopou-    J^^^®^  them  there ;  and  the  said  Mr.  Cobden  introduced  the 

tan&Provik-  ladies  to  me  :  and,  after  a  little  conversation,  he  asked  me 
CI AL  Hank       ._   _  ,     /.       .  .         i  ^     a^      i_ 

(Ljmitj-d).  if  the  note  was  ready  for  signature,  meaning  the  note  to  be 
Statement.  gi^^J^  ^^  the  said  loan ;  I  said — No :  I  did  not  know  for 
what  amount  to  prepare  the  note,  as  £3000  or  £4000 
had  been  talked  of  for  the  amount  of  the  said  loan  ;  and 
the  Defendant  Cobden  said,  'We  had  better  make  it 
£4000,  as  we  do  not  think  .£"3000  will  be  sufficient' 
He  then  addressed  a  remark  to  one  of  the  ladies,  which  I 
did  not  catch  ;  and  I  then  said, '  As  long  as  we  have  their 
signatures  for  the  amount^  it  does  not  matter  to  the  Bank ; 
we  are  as  ready  to  make  it  £4000  as  .£^3000,  as  we  con- 
sider the  security  ample.'  I  then  sent  a  messenger  at  the 
said  Bank  for  a  stamp  on  which  to  write  tlie  note  ;  I  also 
sent  for  the  signature  book,  in  which  the  signatures  of  cus- 
tomers of  the  said  Bank  are  entered  ;  this  was  brought  to  me 
by  Mr.  WUHams,  one  of  the  clerks  of  the  said  Bank ;  and 
the  two  elder  of  the  three  young  ladies  *'  [that  is  to  say  the 
Flaintifib,  the  third  being  a  little  girl  of  six  or  seven 
years  of  age,]  "  signed  their  names  in  the  said  signature 
book.  The  said  Mr.  Cobden  asked  me  how  I  proposed  to 
carry  out  the  transaction,  and  whether  I  should  give  a  loan 
on  the  note ;  I  said  that  I  should  discount  it,  charging  the 
discount  at  once.  This  took  place  in  the  interval  after  I  had 
sent  for  the  said  stamp  and  before  it  was  brought  to  me. 
The  said  stamp  was  then  brought  to  me  by  the  said  messen- 
ger ;  I  filled  up  the  stamped  paper  brought  me  as  a  joint  and 
several  promissory  note,  dated  the  31st  of  December,  1862, 
for  the  sum  of  .£^4000,  payable  three  months  after  date  to 
the  said  Bank.  It  is  not  customary  for  bankers  to  rediscount 
or  part  with  bills  or  notes  discounted  by  them  before  ma- 
turity ;  and  in  the  present  case  there  was  no  intention  of 
so  parting  with  the  said  note ;  and  similar  notes  taken  by 
bankers  are  frequently  taken  payable  to  them,  without 
being  made  payable  to  order,  or  otherwise  negotiable ;  when 
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I  had  filled  up  the  said  note  for  signature  as  aforesaid,  the      ^868^ 
said  Mr.  Cobden  then  took  it  up  and  read  it  aloud  to  the 
Plaintiflfe  in  my  presence.    They  appeared  to  clearly  un- 
derstand it.     The  Plain tififs  then,  in  my  presence,  signed  "^^^^^^^^^ 
the  said  promissory  note,  and  the  said  Mr.  Cobden  in  my     (Limxtjbd). 
presence  endorsed  it.    The  said  Mr.  Cobden  said  to  me,      statement. 
that  he  should  like  his  nieces  to  open  accounts  in  their 
own  names  for  their  own  private  purposes  with  the  Bank; 
and  this  was  assented  to.    After  the  said  note  had  been 
signed  as  aforesaid,  I  said,  addressing  the  Plaintiff  Louisa 
and  KatheHne, '  How  shall  we  arrange  about  this  advance, 
to  whose  account  shall  the  money  be  placed?'    My  diffi- 
culty was  that  I  had  their  joint  and  several  promissory  note 
and  separate  accounts.     I  asked  them  further  and  particu- 
larly, if  all  the  moneys  to  which  they  were  entitled  be- 
longing to  the  said  estate  (meaning  the  estate  of  the  said 
Sir  Oeorge  Carroll,)  would  necessarily  pass  through  Mr. 
Cobden* 8  hands,  as  he  was  trustee  for  them ;  and,  on  being 
informed  by  all  parties  that  this  would  be  so,  I  said^ '  Then^ 
if  so,  this  sum  may  as  well  go  to  Mr.  Cobden's  account  also,'  ' 
or  to  that  effect ;  and  I  suggested  that  the  net  proceeds, 
less  discount,  of  the  said  promissory  note,  should  be  placed 
to  an  account  to  be  opened  by  Mr.  Cobden  for  that  special 
purpose ;  and  that,  to  distinguish  it,  it  should  be  called 
George  Cobden' a  Trust  Account.    The  Plaintiffs  Louisa 
and  Ao^AeWne  heard  me  say  this,  and  I  addressed  myself  to 
them : — they  appeared  perfectly  to  understand  and  approve 
of  the  proposal,  and  assented  to  it.    The  said  Mr.  Cobden 
then  asked  the  said  Plaintifih  how  much  they  would  require 
for  themselves,  and  asked  whether  he  should  give  ^500  or 
£230 :  ultimately  it  was  agreed  that  <£250  would  be  suffi- 
cient ;    and  cheque-books  were    given  to   the  said  two 
Plaintiffs  and  to  the  said  Mr.  Cobden,  for  the  said  two 
Plaintiflb'  separate  accounts  and  for  the  said  Mr.  Cobden^a 
trust  account  respectively.    During  this  interview  I  left 
the  said  board-room  and  went  into  mj  own  room  for  a 
minute  or  two,  and  then  returned  to  the  board-room. 
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1863. 
Dettmau 

V, 

Metbopou- 

XAN  &  FBOTIir- 
GIAL  BaKK 

(Limited). 
Statement. 


During  this  interview  the  said  Mr.  Cobden  and  the  said 
two  Plaintiffs  and  myself  (except  while  I  was  temporarily 
absent)  were  seated  at  the  board-room  table,  the  said  two 
Plaintiffs  sat  at  one  end^  I  sat  next  to  them  at  one  side, 
and  the  said  Mr.  Cobden  sat  beyond  me  on  the  same  side 
of  the  table,  so  that  I  sat  between  the  said  two  Plaintiffs 
and  the  said  Mr.  Cobden.    The  interview  lasted,  to  the  best 
of  my  recollection,  about  a  quarter  of  an  hour ;  the  said  two 
Plaintiffs  appeared  to  me,  and  as  I  believe  [did,  fully  com- 
prehend the  transaction  and  approve  of  it ;  and  from  the 
time  when  the  first  suggestion  of  the  said  loan  was  made 
to  me  until  the  signature  as  aforesaid  of  the  said  promissory 
note,  and  the  full  amount  of  the  proceeds  thereof  was  ad- 
vanced by  the  said  Bank  thereon,  nothing  occurred  which 
was  calculated  to  raise,  or  which  did  raise,  any  suspicion  or 
apprehension  in  my  mind  as  to  the  said  loan  being  pro- 
posed or  made  otherwise  than  with  the  fiiU  sanction  and 
approval  of  the  said  two  Plaintiffs :  on  the  contrary,  the 
circumstances  which,  as  I  was  informed,  rendered  the  said 
loan  desirable,  and  the  purposes  for  which  the  said  loan  was, 
as  I  was  informed,  to  be  applied,  appeared  to  me  sufficiently 
to  explain  why  the  said  two  Plaintiffs  were  raising  money 
as  aforesaid;  and  I  was  confirmed  in  this  view  by  the  fact 
that  the  said  loan  was  approved  of  by  the  Defendant 
Cobden,  who,  as  I  was  informed,  and  as  the  fact  is,  was 
then  the  trustee  of  the  said  two  Plainti£&,  and  by  their 
solicitor  Mr.  Frederick  Mason.   I  understood  and  believed, 
and  still  believe,  that  the  said  two  Plaintiffs,  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  Defendant  Cobden,  could,  at  the  time  when  the 
said  note  was  signed,  dispose  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sdd 
note  absolutely,  as  they  thought  fit." 

In  pursuance  of  this  arrangement,  the  said  note  was 
immediately  discounted  by  the  Bank,  and  the  proceeds 
(d£*394*9  :  0  :  10)  were  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  said 
"  George  Cobden's  Trust  Account;'*  and  Cobden  thereupon 
drew  two  cheques  against  this  account  for  <£^250  each,  and 
carried  over  the  said  two  sums  to  the  credit  of  the  two 
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other  accounts  then  opened  in  the  names  of  the  Plaintiffs 
respectively. 

Between  the  81st  December,  1862,  and  the  13th  Feb- 
ruary, 1863,  Cobden  drew  out  the  whole  of  the  money 
standing  to  the  credit  of  the  said  ^*  Trust  Account'' :  some 
small  sums  were  afterwards  paid  in  by  him  to  the  credit  of 
this  account;  but  on  the  13th  April,  1863,  this  account 
was  finally  closed,  by  the  application  of  the  balance 
(£41  :  15  :  10)  then  standing  to  the  credit  thereof  to- 
wards the  payment  of  the  said  promissory  note,  then  over- 
due. It  was  admitted  that  no  part  of  the  said  sum  of 
£3949  :  0  :  10,  except  the  said  two  sums  of  je250  each, 
had  ever  been,  in  fact,  applied  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plain- 
iiSb,  and  that  a  sum  of  ^275,  further  part  of  the  said  sum, 
had  been  expended  for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintifis*  younger 
brother,  Oeorge  E.  Cobden,  and  that  all  the  rest  of  the 
money  had  been  appropriated  by  the  Defendant  George 
Lang  Cobden. 

The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  Oeorge  Cobden'a  Trust 
Account : — 


Dr. 

• 

1863. 

1863. 

Jan.     2 

Miss  Cobden 

250     0     0 

Jan.   1 

Enlance 

3949     0  10 

)f 

L.  A.  Cobden 

250     0     0 

Feb.  16 

Cash 

150     0     0 

If 

G.  Cobden 

1000     0     0 

20 

ft 

800    0    0 

3 

G.  £.  Cobden 

250     0     0 

5 

G,  Cobden 

1000     0     0 

1 

If 

G.  E.  Cobden 

800     0     0 

1 

15 

Bill  Stamp 

2     0     0 

29 

Cheque  Book 

0     5     0 

1 

Fob.     2 

6 

25     0     0 

1 

4 

7 

260     0     0 

1 

13 

Bearer 

130     0     0 

27 

8 

300    0    0 

1 

Mar.    4 

9 

550    0    0 

1 

28 

Bearer 

40     0     0 

1 

Apr    13 

To  overdue  Bill 

41  15  10 

1 

£4899    0  10 

£4899     0  10 

1863. 

y 

Dbttmar 

V. 

MXTROPOU- 

TAN  &  PrOVIK- 

C1AL  Bank 
(Limited). 


Ge(yrge  Cobden  kept  two  other  accounts  with  the  Bank — 
one  his  private  account,  and  the  other  in  the  name  of  Oeorge 
Cobden  ik  Co, :  it  appeared  that  the  private  account  was 
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1868. 
Dbttmar 

V. 

Mbtropoli- 

TAW  &  ProYIN- 

ciAL  Bank 
(Limitbd).^ 

Statement 


overdrawn  on  the  27th  of  January,  1863,  and  again  on  the 
Ist  April,  1863;  and  on  the  11th  April,  1863,  this  account 
was  closed  by  the  appropriation  of  the  balance  (^11)  to 
the  payment  of  the  said  promissory  note. 

It  further  appeared,  that  the  sum  of  ^1000,  drawn  by 
Cobden  from  the  trust  account  on  the  2nd  January,  had 
been  paid  in  to  the  account  of  George  Cobden  <fe  Co.,  and 
that  the  sum  of  <f  150  paid  in  to  the  credit  of  the  trust 
account  on  February  16th  had  been  transferred  from  Cobdeii 
&  Co^8.  account.  Nothing  appeared  to  show  what  had  be- 
come of  any  of  the  other  sums  drawn  from  the  trust  account. 
On  the  6th  April,  1863,  the  account  of  G.  Cohden  Jh  Co. 
was  closed,  and  a  sum  of  .f  40,  part  of  the  balance  at  foot 
thereof  was  applied  towards  the  payment  of  the  promis- 
sory note ;  and  the  remainder  of  such  balance  (amounting 
to  £2  :  18  :  10)  was  transferred  to  the  credit  of  George 
Cobden' 8  private  account. 

On  the  17th  February,  1863,  the  PlaintiflFs  MoHimer  and 
Louisa  Dettmar  were  married.  The  articles  made  in  con- 
templation of  this  marriage  recited  the  said  voluntary  set* 
tlement,  and  practically  confirmed  the  same. 

Prior  to  this  marriage,  and  during  the  negotiations  which 
took  place  in  contemplation  thereof,  the  VXhmiSS  Mortimer 
Dettmar  learned,  for  the  first  time,  that  the  Plaintiff  Lovam 
was  under  some  liabilities  to  the  Bank.  This  led  to  en- 
quiries on  his  part ;  in  answer  to  which  Mr.  Parkin  (his 
solicitor)  received  from  Mr.  Mason  a  letter,  dated  5th 
February,  containing  the  following  passage : — "  About  the 
end  of  December  Miss  L,  Cobden  joined  with  her  sister  and 
Mr,  Cobden  in  giving  security  to  the  Bank  for  £¥^Q0  ad- 
vanced, £oOO  of  which  was  placed  to  the  account  of  Miss 
Z.  Cohden^  with  a  view  to  her  being  able  to  draw  upon  it 
from  time  to  time  for  her  immediate  requirements.^ 

In  consequence  of  this  letter,  Mr.  Parkin,  on  the  11th 
of  February,  called  at  the  Bank,  armed  with  the  follow- 
ing letter :— - 
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"10th  February,  1863. 
"  Sir. — I  will  thank  you  to  furnish  the  bearer  of  this 
note,  Mr.  Parkm,  of  Lincoln's  Inn,  with  the  particulars  of 
any  balance  to  my  credit  in  your  hands,  and  also  to  inform  ian&  Provin- 
him  if  I  am  under  any  and  what  liability  to  the  Bank.  (LmirKii). 

"  I  remain^  Sir,  your  obedient  servant,  Staummt. 

"Louisa  A.  Cobden." 

Mr.  Parkin  then  saw  Mr.  Burton,  who  informed  him 
of  the  existence  of  the  loan  in  question,  and  tht^t  they  had 
lent  the  money  on  Cobden'a  introduction,  and  had  carried  it 
to  the  credit  of  a  special  "  trust  account"  in  Oobden^s  name. 

There  was  some  conflict  of  evidence  as  to  what  passed  on 
this  occasion ;  but  it  appeared  that  Mr.  Burton  described 
pretty  fully  the  circumstances  under  which  the  money  had 
been  advanced,  and  that  Mr.  Parkin  left  the  office  with- 
out expressing  any  intention  of  disputing  the  validity  of 
the  promissory  note.  At  this  time  there  was  a  sum  of 
£111  :  15  :  10  standing  to  the  credit  of  the  trust  account ; 
but  the  payments  afterwards  made  by  Cobden  to  the  credit 
of  that  account  raised  it  so  that  from  Feb.  20th  to  27tli 
the  balance  was  as  high  as  £d3l  :  15  :  10,  all  of  which 
was  afterwards  drawn  out  as  before  stated.  Had  the  Bank> 
on  the  11th  of  February,  refused  to  let  Cobden  draw  out 
anymore,  and  had  he,  notwithstanding  such  refusal,  paid  in 
the  sums  which  he  did  in  fact  pay  in,  there  would  have 
been  left  ^1061  :  15  :  10  to  the  credit  of  the  said  account 

On  the  2nd  of  April,  1863,  the  promissory  note  fell  due, 
and  was  dishonoured. 

It  was  alleged  that  Cobden  had,  at  the  time  when  the 
question  was  first  raised  as  between  the  Dettmanra  and 
the  Bank,  offered  to  lake  all  the  responsibility  on  himself. 
On  the  7th  of  April,  1863,  Cobden  resigned  his  position  as 
director  of  the  Bank ;  and,  on  the  23rd  of  April,  he  exo- 
cuted  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 
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Some  negotiations  afterwards  took  place  between  ihe 
Bank  and  the  Plaintiffs  with  reference  to  the  payment  of 
Mbtropou-    ^^  ^*^  ^^^  •  *^^  *'^®  Plaintiffe  oflFered  to  pay  the  two  sums 
TAK  &  Proyik-  of  £260  each,  which  they  had  actually  received ;  but  they 


(Limited). 
SiatemenL 


Dec.  16lA. 
ArgummL 


refused  to  pay  the  sum  due  upon  the  note. 

On  the  17th  of  April,  1863,  the  Bank  commenced  an 
action  on  the  note ;  and,  on  the  2nd  of  May,  1863,  this 
Bill  was  filed,  to  restrain  the  action,  and  to  haye  it  declared, 
that,  except  as  to  any  money  actually  paid  to  or  drawn  out  by 
the  Plaintififs,  the  note  was  invalid  as  against  the  Plainti£&, 
and  to  have  the  note  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled. 

A  motion  for  injunction  to  restrain  the  action  was  made 
on  the  6th  of  May,  1863,  which  stood  over  by  arrangement 
until  the  ^3rd  of  July,  and  was  then  turned  into  a  motion 
for  decree,  and  the  cause  now  came  on  to  be  heard  on  such 
motion. 


Sir  Hugh  Oaims,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Gifard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr. 
Oshome  Morgan,  for  the  Plaintiflfe ; — 

The  Bank  had  full- notice  that  this  was  trust  money,  and 
yet  they  deliberately  put  it  in  the  trustee's  power  to  make 
away  with  the  whole  of  it.  That  is  sufficient  to  fix  them  with 
liability  :  Archer  v.  Hudson  (a),  MaiiUx/ad  v.  Irving  (6), 
MaiUand  v.  Backhouse  (o). 

It  is  ridiculous  to  suppose  that  these  young  ladies  under- 
stood what  was  meant  by  discounting  notes,  and  opening 
trust  accounts ;  if  the  money  had  been  produced  in  Bank 
of  England  notes  and  handed  over  to  Mr.  Cohden  to  put 
into  his  pocket,  they  would  probably  have  understood  that ; 
and  what  really  happened  had  precisely  the  same  effect^ 
though  it  was  so  disguised  as  to  prevent  them  from  per- 
ceiving it 

(a)  7  Beav.  551.  (6)  15  Sim.  437.  (c)  16  Sim.  58. 
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The  fiduciary  position  of  Cobden  is  undoubted  :  though         1803. 
not  technically  guardian,  as  the  ladies  were  of  age,  he  was      DettmIb 

practically  so ;  and  the  transactions  with  reference  to  the  ^jj^bopoli. 

trust  settlements  show  how  unbounded  was  his  influence  tan&Provin- 

,  CIAL  BaITK 

over  tbem.  (Limitbi>). 

[They  also  referred  to  Bodenham  v.  Hosh/na  (a),  PcmneU     ^'•^'"^«'- 
V.  Hurley  (6),  Bridgman  v.  QUI  (o).] 

Sir  RouTidell  PaJ/mer,  Attorney-General,  Mr.  Thomas 
Chamhera,  Common  Serjeant,  and  Mr.  A.  0.  Marlen,  for 
the  Bank :— 

The  burden  of  proof,  when  a  promissory  note  has  been 
discounted  for  value,  is  on  those  who  seek  to  impeach  the 
transaction  ;  and  they  are  bound  to  show  that  it  has  been 
obtained  by  fraud. 

The  Bank  are  surely  not  in  a  worse  position  because  the 
nearest  relation  and  trustee  of  the  young  ladies  was  pre- 
sent at  the  making  of  the  note,  nor  yet  because  the 
Flaintifls  were  represented  by  solicitors  of  their  own  in  the 
matter. 

There  are  three  questions  in  the  case: — 1st.  As  regards 
the  circumstances  attending  the  original  making  of  the 
note.  2nd.  As  regards  the  manner  in  which  the  proceeds 
were  applied  at  the  time.  3rd.  The  subsequent  nego- 
tiations. 

Your  Honour  will  look  at  the  case  as  it  was  seen  by  the 
Bank  on  the  31st  of  December,  1862,  and  not  in  the  light 
of  Cdbden's  subsequent  defalcation. 

At  that  time  the  voluntary  settlements  (which  were  very 
proper  settlements  for  the  purpose  of  preserving  those 
young  ladies  from  fortune-hunters)  were  in  existence ;  and 
thercforo   Cobden*  8  was  the /proper  hand  to  receive  the 

(a)  2  D.  M.  G.  903.  (b)  2  CoU.  241. ;        (c)  24  Bear.  302. 
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moneys.  The  only  persons  the  Bank  could  consult  were 
Cobden,  Maaon,  and  Maynard,  and  these  were  all  con- 
sulted. 

No  sort  of  reliance  can  be  placed  on  the  evidence  of  these 
young  ladies  ;  and  removing  their  testimony,  we  have 
Burton's  positive  and  uncontradicted  oath  that  they  under- 
stood all  that  was  done,  and  assented. 

At  any  rate,  they  are  concluded  by  the  negotiation  be- 
tween Parkin  sjid  the  Bank.     The  notice  to  Parkin^  that 
not  more  than  .£^500  had  been  carried  to  the  account  of 
Miss  Louisa  Cobden,  was  notice  of  all  the  facts  relevant 
At  that  time  the  Bank  had  it  in  their  power  to  indemnify 
themselves  in  great  measure;  but  the  Plaintiffs j  relying 
on  the  solyency  of  Cobden^  lay  by  and  permitted  us  to 
go  on   trusting   Cobden  with  this  money;   they    cannot 
therefore  now  complain.     Besides,  only  one  of  those  sums 
is  ear-marked,  and  no  presumption  arises,  as  against  us, 
that   sums   drawn    generally  against   this   account   were 
wrongly  drawn.    This  case  is  the  reverse  of  MaiUcmd  v. 
Backhouse.     The    cases  cited  by   the   Plaintiffs   do  not 
apply:  Archer  v.  Hudson  {a)  was  a  case  of  suretyship; 
in  Pannell  v.  Hurley  and  Bodenham  v.  Hoskins  the  money 
was  applied  to  overdrawn  accounts :  and  the  Bank  could  not 
suppose  that  there  was  any  other  application  of  the  money 
intended ;  that  was  not  the  case  here :  this  case  is  more 
like  Blaclde  v.  Clark  (6),  where  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  re- 
fused to  set  aside  the  annuities  complained  o£ 

Kecme  v.  Robarts  (c)  shews,  that  if  there  had  been  a 
proper  application  presumable,  we  are  not  responsible. 

[They  also  referred  to  Countess  de  Front's  case  (d).] 
A  reply  was  not  heard. 


(fl)  7  Beav.  681. 
(&)  15  Beftv.  595. 


(e)  4  Madd.  332. 
(d)  G  D.  M.  G.  801. 
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I  am  clear  that  this  transactioa  cannot  stand.  These 
young  ladies  were  completely  under  the  control  of  their  TAN&PRovnr- 
uncle,  one  of  them  had  only  just  attained  twenty-one,  the  ^lSixtbdI 
other  had  done  so  very  recently,  and  there  is  no  ground 
whatever  for  supposing  that  Mr.  Cobden's  influence  had  at 
all  diminished.  It  is  not  matenal  to  consider  what  was 
the  exact  relation  which  hd  bore  to  them :  it  is  clear  that 
he  was  regarded  as  their  guardian,  though  not  technically 
80 :  he  had  acted  as  if  he  stood  to  them  in  loco  parentis, 
and  he  was  the  guardian  of  their  younger  brothers  and 
sister:  he  undertook  to  arrange,  and  did  practically  ar- 
range everything  with  the  Bank,  and  the  Bank  through- 
out treated  him  as  a  principal.  The  ages  of  these  ladies 
must  have  been  known  to  Burton,  and  Cobden  expressly 
told  him  that  the  money  was  wanted  to  reimburse  him 
(Cobden)  for  his  expenses  about  their  maintenance,  &a, 
and  it  was  suggested  that  the  money  should  be  carried  at 
once  to  his  account  on  this  ground.  Then  comes  the  diffi- 
culty :  the  Bank  says  that  the  signatures  of  the  ladies  were 
obtained  to  the  promissory  note  on  the  introduction  of 
Uobden,  and  then  relies  upon  the  rule  which  throws  upon 
the  maker  of  a  negotiable  instrument  the  onus  of  shewing 
that  the  note  has  been  paid :  that  is  so  prima  facie,  but 
then,  if  there  is  any  question  as  to  the  consideration,  the 
onus  is  upon  the  holder  of  the  note  (not  being  a  derivative 
indorsee  for  value)  to  show  that  value  was  given  to  the 
makers ;  but  in  this  case  these  ladies  never  received  one 
farthing  except  the  £500,  which  they  have  ofiFered  and 
are  willing  to  pay.  The  Bank  says,  that  the  money  was 
paid  to  their  order  and  by  their  direction  ;  but  I  am  not 
satisfied  that  that  was  so  ;  no  officer  of  the  Bank  went  to 
them  for  any  order  and  direction  to  pay  to  Cobden;  and 
Cobden^  who  did  in  fact  give  this  direction,  was  bound  to 
protect  them. 
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I  have  then  two  points  to  consider : — Ist,  Was  this  ap- 
plication of  the  money  authorised?  And,  2ndly,  Have  the 
Flamtififs  lost  the  benefit  of  the  objection  by  subsequent 
laches  ? 

Mr.  Marten  says  that  there  were  but  three  persons  to 
whom  the  Bank  could  have  applied — Mr.  Maynard,  the 
trustee  of  Sir  George  CarrolVs  will,  Mr.  Mason,  the  so- 
licitor of  the  ladies,  and  Cobden  himself.  But  Cobden  is 
unfortunately  the  only  one  of  the  three  to  whom  they 
applied  on  the  most  material  point  of  the  whole  case,  the 
payment  of  the  money  to  Cobden  himself:  on  this  point 
neither  of  the  others  was  consulted  at  all  The  application 
to  Mayna/rd  was  a  mere  inquiry  whether  there  were  any 
liabilities  affecting  the  fund  ;  and,  if  this  had  been  a  suit 
to  set  aside  a  mortgage  effected  by  these  ladies^  it  might 
have  been  treated  as  a  notice  to  him  as  trustee  that  they 
were  dealing  with  the  property ;  but  the  letter  is  this 
[His  Honour  read  it ;  see  p.  646].  No  reason  is  given  to 
Maynard  which  would  draw  his  attention  to  what  was 
going  to  be  done ;  he  is  merely  told  that  credit  is  about  to 
be  given  to  the  ladies,  and  he  is  .asked  whether  there  is 
anything  to  make  the  security  bad. 

Then  as  to  Ma^on  ;  so  far  from  being  consulted  in  this 
matter,  he  was  at  the  moment  making  a  totally  different 
arrangement ;  and  he  never  knew  of  the  proposal  that  a 
note  should  be  given  till  after  everything  had  been  done ; 
still  less  of  the  intention  of  handing  over  to  Cobden  the 
whole  of  the  proceeds  :  he  must  be  taken  to  have  known 
that  it  was  intended  to  make  an  advance,  but  nothing  of 
the  application  thereof. 

It  i9  important  to  see  how  this  unfortunate  transaction 

^  took  place.    I  think  so  far  there  is  no  reason  to  say  that 

Burton  was  a  party  to  fraud  of  any  kind  ;  and  in  this  the 

case  differs  very  favourably  from  Archer  v.  Hudson,  and 

ManiUamd  v.  Backhouse :  but  can  I  treat  these  ladies  as 
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liable  on  his  note  when  no  value  was  given  for  it  ez«         1863. 
cept  to  Cobden  ?    Cobden  tells  us  the  way  in  which  the  idea      dbtticab 
of  a  loan  first  arose.     [His  Honour  read  the  account,  supra,    met»opoli. 

p.  644.1  Now,  this  is  wholly  inconsistent  with  the  notion  that  tan  &  PKonrr. 
'^  •*  "^  ciAL  Bake. 

Mr.  Burton  would  give  us ;  this  is  a  scheme  from  the  first     (Limited). 

to  get  the  whole  to  Cobden' s  account.    Cobden  says,  "  from     j^idgm^nt 

the  first  I  intended  to  repay  myself  my  advance/'  and  you 

can  see  that  there  was  clearly  in  his  mind  an  intention  to 

make  himself  master  of  this  fund.     There  was  a  great  deal 

of  conversation  between  Cobden  and  Burton  before  the 

loan,  and  some  suspicion  of  this  may  have  reached  Burton, 

I  acquit  this  gentleman  of  [all  personal  fraud,  but  I     ( 

cannot  quite  disconnect  him  from  the  scheme  which  was    ' 

so  clearly  in  Cobden! a  mind. 

Cobden  applied  to  Burton^  telling  him  this  story  :  [His 
Honour  read  Cobden^a  statement  supra,  p.  644.]  And  this 
account  is  substantially  identical  with  that  given  by  Burton^ 
on  which  the  case  of  the  Defendants  must  stand  or  fiiU.  I  must 
notice  here  the  observation  of  the  Attorney'  General,  that 
the  Bank  had  then  no  reason  for  distrusting  Cobden.  That 
is,  no  doubt,  just ;  but  one  cannot  help  observing  that  this  was 
a  matter  of  the  greatest  delicacy:  the  Bank  were  informed 
that  these  ladies  wished  to  have  an  advance  in  anticipation 
of  their  legacies ;  it  does  not  appear  that  it  was  suggested 
that  the  ^1500  was  to  be  paid  to  Cobden;  did  Burton 
suppose  that  the  whole  ^4000  was  to  be  spent  in  house- 
keeping for  the  family  ?  This  should  have  induced  a  great 
deal  of  consideration  before  any  one  was  entrusted  with  the 
disposal  of  so  large  a  sum  on  their  behalf. 

The  directors  agreed  to  make  the  advance  on  certain 
terms.  [His  Honour  read  them,  supra^  p.  645.]  Then,  on 
the  30th  of  December,  came  the  interview  between  Carr 
and  Maaon,  as  solicitors  of  the  respective  parties. 

This  brings  me  to  consider  the  settlements  executed  by 
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these  ladies.  Thej  are  rery  strange  instnimenti.  The 
evidence  of  Mason  on  this  point  would  lead  to  the  idea 
that  Cobden  had  been  meditating  a  fraud  of  some  kind  in 
relation  to  this  property  for  a  long  time.  The  property  is 
large,  and  is  vested  in  a  single  trustee^  although  it  was  at 
the  time  imder  the  protection  of  this  Courts  and  although 
Mason  must  have  known  that  this  Court  never  has  al- 
lowed property  to  be  entrusted  to  any  one  man  except  at 
the  express  desire  of  the  cestui  que  trust.  If  there  had 
been  an  independent  solicitor  concerned,  that  would  have 
altered  the  case ;  but,  though  I  do  not  mean  to  attribnte 
any  fault  to  Mason  except  carelessness,  I  cannot  consider 
him,  being  as  he  was  Cobden*s  solicitor,  to  have  been  suffi- 
ciently independent  for  this  purposa  I  think  this  should 
have  made  Carr  look  very  closely  and  cautiously  into  the 
matter;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  I  must  observe  that 
neither  Carr  nor  Mason  seem  ever  to  have  thought  that 
Cobden  was  to  have  this  money. 


I  now  come  to  the  interview  at  which  these  ladies 
present.  It  seems  to  have  been  very  short— JBtir^^msays,  not 
more  than  a  quarter  of  an  hour.  I  quite  agree  that  no  reliance 
can  be  placed  upon  the  statements  of  the  ladies ;  but  I  find 
it  admitted  that  they  had  no  preparation  for  this  intw- 
view^  further  than  that  Cobden  says  he  told  them  that  he 
was  to  have  the  money^  and  to  give  it  to  them  as  they 
wanted  it.  I  gather,  however,  that  they  did  understand 
that  they  were  to  have  a  loan ;  but  I  do  not  find  anything 
to  lead  me  to  believe  that  they  understood  the  exact  effect  of 
what  took  place.  I  consider  it  the  duty  of  those  who 
deal  with  persons  in  the  position  in  which  these  ladies 
were  placed,  to  see  that  they  fully  understand  the  whole 
transaction,  particularly  in  a  case  where  the  money  was  not 
to  be  paid  to  them,  but  to  some  one  else  for  their  benefit. 

In  this  case  I  find  the  bulk  of  the  conversation  was  be- 
tween Cobden  and  Burton;  and  the  position  in  which  the 
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parties  sat  was  not  such  that  these  ladies  could  readily         l^es. 
hear  such  conversation.     [His  Honour  read  Burton^a  evi- 
dence on  this  pointy  supra,  p.  650].    I  assume,  however, 
that  they  understood  that  they  were  to  become  liable  to  '^j^^^^^' 
pay  the  Bank  J^4000.    It  may  be  that  this  was  an  excuse     (Luotbd). 
for  Burton's  conduct ;  but  it  certainly  does  not  constitute     judgment 
a  legal  defence  for  the  Bank. 

It  all  comes  to  this,  that  two  persons  wholly  unprotected 
have  ^4000  of  their  money  handed  over  by  Burton  to 
Cobden  :  they  never  uttered  a  word  that  Burton  did  not 
put  into  their  mouths.  It  was  Burton  who  suggested,  most 
unfortunately,  to  them^  that  the  money  should  be  placed  to 
this  trust  account.  He  knew  that  Cobden  was  in  some 
sense  their  trustee  already,  and  that  should  have  put  him 
on  his  guard,  and  he  should  not  have  done  this  on  the 
authority  of  his  own  suggestion  to  these  ladies. 

Why  did  he  not  act  as  he  would  have  done  in  the  caisie 
of  any  other  customer  ?  Why  did  he  not  ask  whether  he 
should  open  a  joint  account,  or  two  several  accounts,  or  an 
account  payable  on  their  joint  cheques  alone?  There 
would  have  been  nothing  extraordinary  or  unusual  in  any 
of  these  courses,  and  any  of  them  would  have  sufficiently 
met  what  Burton  says  was  his  difficulty. 

The  Bank  have  to  prove  that  value  was  received ;  and 
they  prove  it' in  this  way :  "  We  paid  some  one  else  by  the 
authority  of  our  debtor;"  it  then  remains  for  them  to 
prove  the  authority ;  if  they  can  show  a  valid  direction  to 
pay  as  they  have  paid,  well  and  good  ;  but  I  think  that 
no  order  was  ever  given  sufficient  for  this  purpose.  True, 
the  ladies  assented  to  the  course  proposed  by  Burton  ;  but 
the  onus  is  still  on  the  Bank  to  show  that  they  knew  what 
that  course  amounted  to ;  (the  case  is  very  different  from 
that  of  a  payment  to  executors  who  are  the  legal  hands  to 
receive  the  money :)  they  must  show  that  those  ladies 
were  content  to  place  this  large  sum  in  the  hands  of 
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1863.        these  ladi-.     They  are  reiy  strange  inrtrumeut^^ 
;r^      evidence  of  Maetm  on  this  point  would  lead  to  the  la 
""T^      that  Cobdcn  had  been  meditating  a  fraud  of  some  W   xo 
x^r^iS,.  relation  to  this  property  for  a  long  time.    The  property  ^^ 
oScStS     large,  and  is  vested  in  a  single  trustee,  although  ^t  ^"  » 

Mason  must  have  known  that  this  Court  never  has  «- 
lowed  property  to  be  entrusted  to  any  one  man  «««P* 
the  express  desire  of  the  cestui  que  trust.    If  "'^ 
been  an  independent  solictor  concerned,  that  ^0°^  to^ 
altered  the  case ;  but.  though  I  do  not  mean  to  attnbuto 
any  fault  to  Mas<m  except  carelessness.  I  ^^""'l^^ 
him.  being  as  he  was  Cobdm's  solicitor.  t^J^ave  W  anffi 
cienUy  inLpendent  for  this  purpose.     I  think  thui  shouW 
have  made  Oarr  look  very  closely  and  ca-^ious^^^to  Ae 
matter;   but.  on  the  other  hand.  I  must  ^^'^  *^* 
neither  (7arr  nor  Masm  seem  ever  to  have  thought  that 
Cobden  was  to  have  this  money. 

I  now  come  to  the  interview  at  ^hioh  t^e-e  ladie.  w« 
present   It  seems  to  have  been  very  d.ori-Btirto«»aP."«* 
morethanaquarterofanhour.  I  quite  agree  that  no  reU.»ce 
can  be  placed  upon  the  statemente  of  the  ladies ;  but  I  find 
it  admitted  that  they  had  no  preparation  for  this  ml». 
view,  further  than  that  C6bdm  says  he  told  them  that  M 
was  to  have  the  money,  and  to  give  '^^^^^^"^  ^J, 
wanted  it.     I   gather,  however,  that  they  dtd  undeflrtand 
that  they  ^vcro  to  have  a  loan  ;  but  I  do  not  fiud  a,»y  tbo^; 
to  lead  me  to  believe  that  they  undet^f-  -V  ihe  n^tA  v.v      . 
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Cobden.  They  should  have  seen  Mason  or  Maynard,  and 
asked  them  whether  they  should  hand  over  all  this  money 
to  the  very  person  who  bad  introduced  the  customers  to 
them  ?  no  solicitor  would  have  ever  advised  them  to  do  so 
without  the  most  distinct  authority  from  the  ladies. 

Although  the  circumstances  differ  in  some  respects  finom 
those  of  Archer  v.  Hudson  and  Maitland  v.  Backhouse, 
still,  in  the  view  of  this  Court,  the  Bank,  being  fully  aware 
in  the  course  of  the  transaction  that  the  uncle  was  taking 
on  hbnself  the  position  of  guardian  and  parent,  were  bound 
to  see  that  the  ladies  fully  and  distinctly  understood  what 
he  was  causing  them  to  do. 

There  only  remains  the  question  of  laches  :  if  there  never 
was  any  debt  on  the  part  of  these  ladies  this  question  does 
not  arise.  The  only  groimd  on  which  it  becomes  material 
to  consider  the  subsequent  occurrences  is,  that  this  transac- 
tion was  capable  of  confirmation:  and  the  fact  of  such 
confirmation  might  be  presumed  from  delay  amounting 
to  laches.  But  in  this  case  I  find  that  no  one  had  any  in- 
formation on  the  subject  till  Feb.  4th,  by  which  time  all  the 
money  had  been  drawn  out ;  and  then  there  comes  Mason's 
letter;  and  then,  the  matter  being  in  dispute,  the  parties 
have  a  right  to  a  reasonable  time  to  obtain  advice,  and  to 
discover  the  exact  state  of  the  facts.  True,  there  were 
added  some  other  inducements  to  delay,  family  reasons  and 
matters  of  that  nature;  but  I  do  not  think  that  their 
existence  weakens  the  Plaintiffs'  right  I  do  not  give  any 
weight  to  the  alleged  offer  by  Cobden;  and  I  do  not  think 
that  anything  turns  on  the  first  interview  between  Parkin 
and  the  Bank ;  that  was  merely  a  general  inquiry :  and  I 
have  nothing  more  than  this,  that  other  and  private  feelings 
were  mixed  up  with  proper  deliberation  before  entering 
into  litigation. 

DscLAXE,  that  the  PlaintifFs  are  not  liable  on  the  promiasoiy 
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note  in  the  pleadings  mentioned,  except  for  rach  sums  of  money  as  1863. 

they  or  either  of  them  actually  received;    and  the  Plaintiffs  cou- 
senting  to  pay  such  sums,  and  also  the  sum  of  £250  receiyed  by  or 

on  account  of  their  brother  6eorg9  Edward  Cobden—  Metropoli- 
tan &  Provdc- 

Dbcbse  perpetual  injunction  to  restrain  the  Bank  from  suing  on  cial  Bank 

the  note,  and  order  the  Defendants  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit.  (Limited). 


PAGET  V.  HXJISH.  AprUsoth, 

May  4th. 

THIS  was  a  special  case  upon  the  construction  of  the  will   Will—Annuity 
^^  Sped  fie  or 

and  codicil  of  Francis  Hart.    By  the  will,  dated  the  27th    demonttruUge. 
of  June,  1857,  the  testator,  after  makine  a  specific  bequest  G*^  .V  ^JV  ®^ 

'  R        r  ^  annuities  foU 

of  furniture  to  his  trustees,  to  retain  so  much  as  they  lowed  by  a  de- 
should  think  fit  for  the  benefit  of  his  grandson,  and  to  tbey^  should 
sell  the  rest,  the  proceeds  to  form  part  of  the  residuary  ^J^^^^  ^^^^^ 
personal  estate ;  and  after  giving  various  legacies,  which  he  the  rents  of  real 
directed  to  be  paid  out  of  his  personal  estate,  proceeded  devued.  Gift 
thus : — "  I  give  and  devise  the  following  annuities,"  specify-  residuaiy  par- 
ing five  annuities,  and  directed  as  follows  : — ^'^  And  I  de-  «>°*J  ®*^*'®r?? 

^  '  ,  ^  ^  ^  trust,  out  of  the 

clare  that  each  of  the  said  five  annuities  shall  be  paid  by  rents  of  tbo 
the  trustees  of  this  my  will  out  of  the  rents  of  my  real  estate  |£o  ^nuities, 
hereby  devised  half-yearly,  and  the  first  payment  thereof  Sewto^toTppiy 
shall  be  due   and  be  made  at  the  end  of  six  calendar  the  real  «nci 

residuary  pcr- 

months  from  my  decease.  And  I  give  the  said  five  annui-  8«nai  estate  oa 
ties  free  of  legacy  duty,  which  I  direct  to  be  paid  out  of  the  £hU,^t\mit\iQ 
rente  of  my  real  estate."    And  the  testator  devised  and  be-  ^^"?;>  ^^  *^* 

''  annuities  was 

queathed  to  his  trustees  all  his  real  estate,  and  also  all  the  demonstrative; 

and  that,  the 

rest;  residue,  and  remainder   of  his  personal  estate,  not  rents  havini; 
thereinbefore  specifically  bequeathed,  upon  the  following  ^ent,  the 
truste  : — "  In  trust,  with  and  out  of  the  rente  and  income  ««»°['»e«  ^«re 

'  ^  ^  ^       payable  out  of 

of  my  said  real  estates,  to  pay  the  said  several  annuities  the  residuary 
hereby  devised  or  given,  and  subject  thereto  upon  trust  to  ^^ 
pay  to  or  otherwise  permit  my  grandsoiv,  0.  F.  FeUowe,  to 
receive  the  rents,  dividends,  interest^  and  annual  income  of 
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1863.        all  and  singular  the  said  real  and  residuary  personal  estates^ 
respectively,"  during  his  life ;  and  after  his  decease  to  stand 
possessed  of  ''  the  said  real  and  residuary  personal  estateB 
respectively,*  in  trust  for  the  children  of  (7.  F.  Fellows, 
who  being  sons  should  attain  twenty- one,  or  being  danghters 
attain  that  age  or  be  married,  and  for  the  issue  of  nous 
dying  under  twenty-one,  with  gifts  over.    And  the  testator 
directed,  that,  until  his  said  grandson,  or,  in  the  event  of  his 
death  under  twenty-one,  until  his  children,  being  sons,  should 
respectively  attain  twenty-one,  or  die  leaving  issue,  or  being 
daughters  should  attain  twenty-one  or  be  married,  "  the 
rents,  dividends,  interest,  and  yearly  income  of  the  several 
real  and  personal  estates  hereby  respectively  devised  and 
bequeathed,  and  of  the  stocks,  funds,  and  securities  whereon 
or  wherein  the  same  personal  estate  shall  be  invested,  shall 
be  accumulated  by  my  said  trustees  in  the  way  of  com- 
poimd  interest/'  so  as  not  to  exceed  the  period  allowed  by 
law ;  and  all  such  accumulations  were  to  follow  the  trusts  of 
the  estates  and  elSects  from  which  the  same  should  arise. 

By  a  codicil,  dated  the  9th  of  July,  1857,  the  testator^ 
''  in  addition  to  the  legacies  and  annuities  bequeathed  to 
them  or  some  of  them  "  by  the  will,  gave  annuities  to  some 
of  the  former  annuitants  and  others,  to  be  payable  during 
the  minority  of  the  grandson  or  his'  children  surviving 
him,  or  until  the  vesting  of  the  gift  over ;  and  directed  as 
follows : — "And  it  is  my  will  and  desire  that  the  several 
annuities  hereby  given  and  devised  shall  be  a  charge  upon 
and  he  paid  out  of  the  rents  of  my  messuages  and  tene- 
ments, lands,  hereditaments,  and  other  real  estates  by  my 
said  will  devised,  in  the  same  manner  in  all  respects  as  the 
annuities  by  my  said  will  given  and  devised  ;  and  that  the 
trustees  of  my  said  will  for  the  time  being  do  and  shaU, 
with  and  out  of  the  rents  of  the  same  hereditaments 
and  real  estates,  ^nd  before  making  any  other  payments 
thereout  except  the  annuities  by  my  said  will  given  and 
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devised,  pay  the  said  annuities  hereby  given  and  devised 
when  and  as  from  time  to  time  due  during  the  continuance 
thereof  respectively  .  .  .  And  I  give  all  the  said  an- 
nuities hereby  devised  free  of  legacy  d«ty,  it  being  my  will 
that  the  legacy  or  annuity  duty  payable  on  the  said  annui- 
ties hereby  given^  and  also  on  the  annuities  given  by  my 
will^  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  rents  of  my  real  estate." 

By  a  second  codicil^  dated  the  7th  of  July,  1858,  the 
testator  recited  that  he  had  sold  certain  mortgaged  pre- 
mises for  less  than  the  mortgage  debt^  which  he  had 
settled  on  his  daughter,  and  that  he  was  desirous  of  making 
up  the  deficiency,  and  bequeathed  the  amount  thereof  to 
the  trustees  of  his  daughter's  settlement,  and  directed  that 
the  legacy  duty  on  the  said  bequest  should  be  paid  out  of 
his  residuary  personal  estate. 

The  testator  died  in  March,  1862.  The  tottal  amount 
of  the  annuities  given  was  ^80  per  annum,  of  which 
£%10  per  annum  lapsed.  At  the  date  of  the  will  the 
testator's  real  estate  produced  only  ^550  per  aopum,  and 
a  part  having  been  sold  in  October,  1867,  the  annual  value 
at  testator's  death  was  only  £480. 

The  testator  left  large  personal  estate.  The  questions 
submitted  were : — 

1.  Whether  the  deficiency  of  the  rents  for  payment  of 
the  annuities  was  to  be  made  good  out  of  the  income  or 
capital  of  the  residuary  personal  estate. 

2.  Whether  the  same  was  to  be  made  good  out  of  the 
corpus  of  the  devised  real  estate. 
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Mr.  Robinson  for  the  Plaintiflfs,  the  trustees  of  the  wilL     ^rffument 

Mr.  Kay  (Sir  H,  Cavms,  Q.C.^  with  him),  for  the  an«> 
nuitants : — 
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1868.  1.  Tbe  personal  estate  is  liable  to  make  good  the  annui- 

Pagbt        ties  if  the  real  estate  is  deficient 

V, 

^^"°*  In  the  first  instance,  there  is  an  express  gift  of  the  an- 

Arffumeiu.  unities,  which  in  itself  charges  the  personal  estate — ^then 
follows  a  demonstration  of  the  rents  of  the  real  estate  as 
the  primary  fund^  but  nothing  to  discharge  the  personalty. 
Tbe  direction  as  to  legacy  duty  carries  out  the  same 
scheme,  and  then  the  gift  of  the  real  and  residuary  per- 
sonal estate  is  subject  to  the  annuities.  The  direction  in 
the  first  codicil  shows  that  the  testator  considered  he  had 
charged  the  real  estate  with  the  annuities,  but  not  that  he 
had  discharged  the  personalty.  And  the  facts  as  to  tbe 
value  of  the  property  show  how  improbable  it  was  that  the 
testator  supposed  that  the  rents  would  sufiice  for  the  annui- 
ties :  Mcmn  v.  Copla7hd(a),  Frea/m  v.  Dowlvng  (b),  Hancox 
V.  Abbey  (c). 

2.  If  the  personalty  is  not  liable,  at  any  rate  the  corpus 
of  the  realty  is;  for  the  payment  is  to  be  out  of  the  rents  for 
all  time,  and  the  gift  of  the  realty  is  subject  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  annuities :  AUan  v.  Backhouae  (c2). 

Mr.  Giffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Field,  for  the  residuaiy 
devisees  and  legatees : — 

The  will  contains  a  trust  for  accumulation,  and  it  is 
therefore  quite  clear  that  the  testator  contemplated  that 
some  rents  would  be  payable  to  the  devisees ;  and  it  is  to 
be  observed,  that  the  accumulation  is  not  directed'  to  be 
resorted  to  to  make  good  the  annuities.  There  is  a  very 
recent  case  which  I  ought  to  mention,  PhiUipa  v.  Outte- 
ridge  (e),  where  the  Lord  Chancellor  held  that  annuities 
were  to  come  out  of  corpus;  but  there  the  will  was  differently 

(a)  2  Madd.  223.  (fi)  20  Beav.  624.  (c)  11  Yes.  179. 

((f)  2  V.  &  B.  65.  (0  11  W.  R.  12. 
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framed^  and  I  may  observe  that  Stelfox  v.  Sugden  (a) 
was  not  cited,  and  that  no  general  rule  is  laid  down  that  a 
charge  on  rents  necessarily  implies  a  charge  on  corpus. 

The  annuities  given  by  the  codicil  are  limited  to  the 
minorities ;  and  it  is  clear  that  all  the  annuities  are  meant 
to  stand  on  the  same  footing.  Therefore,  in  effect,  it  is  a 
gift  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  during  minority.  Stdfox 
V.  Sugden  is  a  clear  authority  against  holding  this  to  be  a 
charge  on  the  corpus. 

The  exoneration  of  the  personalty  may  be  inferred : 
BooUe  V.  BlimdseU  (b),  Dickin  v.  Edwards  (c),  Gordon 
V.  Duff  (d),  WilUama  v.  Hughes  («),  Coard  v.  Bol- 
d$me8a{f). 

There  is  here  a  clear  contemplation  of  a  surplus,  and 
that  is  conclusive. 

Mr.  Kay,^  in  reply. — ^The  accumulation  clause  has  no 
bearing  in  proving  that  an  immediate  surplus  was  contem- 
plated, because  it  may  have  been  introduced  to  provide  for 
the  case  of  the  annuities  dropping  below  the  amount  of  the 
rents.  Besides,  it  applies  not  to  the  rents  only,  but  to  the 
income  of  realty  and  personalty  together.  The  surplus 
contemplated  is  not  a  surplus  of  real  income,  as  in  Stelfox 
V*  Sugden  (a),  but  of  the  combined  income.  FkiUips  v. 
Ouiteridge  is  very  strong  in  my  favour  on  the  question 
of  payment  out  of  corpus;  but,  independently  of  that  point, 
I  rely  upon  the  original  gift,  and  the  absence  of  anything  to 
discharge  the  personalty. 
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Vice-Chancellor  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  :—  May  4th. 

The  question  on  this  special  case  is  one  which  very  fine*     Jiidgmeni. 
(a)  Johns.  284.  (e)  24  Id.  474. 


(6)  19  Yes.  495. 
(c)  4  Hare,  273. 
id)  28  Beav.  519. 


(/)22  Id,  891. 
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quentiy  arises^  whettier  certain  annuitids  are  given  onlj  out 
of  particalar  propwty,  or  whether,  though  they  be  charged 
primarily  on  that^  the  personal  estate  of  the  tealatar  is 
liable  to  make  good  any  deficiency.  There  is  also  a  further 
question,  whether  the  annuities  are  payable  out'  of  corpus 
or  only  out  of  income. 

As  to  the  first  point,  the  authorities  may  be  ranged  under 
three  heads,  the  distinctions  being  perfoctly  dear,  though 
there  is  often  much  difficulty  in  applying  them  to  a  paiii* 
cular  will. 

The  first  class  is  where  yon  have  a  simple  gift  of  a  legacy 
or  annuity,  with  a  mere  charge  upon  real  estate ;  and  there 
the  personal  estate  is  not  only  not  exonerated,  but  remains 
primarly  liable ;  just  as  in  the  case  of  a  chaige  of  debts. 

Another  class  ia  where  the  legacy  or  annuity  is  a  specific 
gift  out  of  real  estate,  which  is  assumed  to  be  sufficient  to 
cover  the  amount.  There  the  personal  estate  is  in  no 
way  liable,  and  if  the  specific  fund  fails,  the  gift  must  fail 
with  it 

The  third  dass  is  intermediate  to  these,  where  a  legai^ 
ot  anmiity  is,  as  it  is  termed,  demonstrative,  tiiere  being  a 
clear  general  gift;,  but  a  particular  fund  pointed  out  as  that 
which  is  to  be  primarily  liable,  on  fisdlure  of  whidi  Uie 
general  personal  estate  remains  liable. 

It  is  not  necessary  to  dwell  on  the  first  class  of  legades, 
which  are  familiar  enough.  The  specific  class  of  l^adee^ 
where  the  gift  is  held  to  be  a  gift  of  a  particular  portion  of 
certain  specified  property,  is  illustrated  by  many  decisions. 
In  DicHn  v.  Edwa/rda  (a)  Vice-Chalicellor  Wigram  points 
out  these  distinctions  very  dearly,  referring  to  an  early 
case  of  SaviU  v.  Macket  Q>),  where  the  principle  is  stated 
very  much  to  the  same  effect.  An  example  of  a  demons 
(a)  4  Hare,  273.  (6)  1  P.  Wm».  778. 
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strative  legacy  is  found  in  Mann  v.  Copland  (a).  There 
two  sources  were  pointed  out  from  which  an  annuity  was 
to  be  paid :  firsti  out  of  certain  real  estate,  and,  failing  that^ 
out  of  a  sum  of  stock.  Both  funds  failed,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  annuity,  though  primarily  charged  on  the  parti- 
cular  funds,  was  demonstrative  and  not  specific,  and  was 
therefore  to  be  made  good  out  of  the  personal  estate. 

The  point  in  all  these  cases  is,  to  ascertain  whether  the 
testator  has  merely  pointed  out  a  particular  fund  which  he 
desires  to  have  applied  in  paying  the  legacy,  or  whether 
the  legacy  itself  is  given  only  as  a  portion  of  the  specified 
fund. 

In  Diokin  v.  Ed/ioards  the  form  of  the  gift  was  this : 
There  was  first  a  charge  of  <£1000  to  be  raised  by  sale  of 
timber  on  a  particular  estate,  without  any  previous  mention 
of  a  gift.  Then  this  £1000  was  bequeathed,  so  that  the 
thing  given  owed  its  existence  to  the  charga  It  was  not 
a  bequest  of  a  sum  equivalent  to  the  chaige,  but  a  gift  in 
terms  of  so  much  of  the  estate  as  constituted  that  charge. 

The  whole  class  of  cases  to  which  I  refer  was  commented 
on  at  some  length  by  Lord  CoUenham  in  Creed  v.  Creed  (b). 
This  was  an  appeal  upon  which  the  House  of  Lords  re- 
versed a  decision  of  Lord  St  Leonards,  which  was  itself  a 
reversal  of  a  judgment  of  Lord  PlunkeL  The  gift  was  in 
this  form :  a  gift  of  "  an  annuity  or  yearly  rent-charge  of 
£1000  charged  upon  and  to  be  issuing  and  payable  out  of" 
all  testator's  real  estates  except  a  particular  estate  previously 
devised,  followed  by  other  annuities  given  in  the  same  way. 
Then  what  happened  was  this :  The  other  legacies,  which  in 
case  of  deficiency  of  the  personal  estate  were  charged  on  the 
realty,  exhausted  the  personal  estate ;  and  the  question  was, 
whether  the  annuities  were  entitled  to  any  priority  over 
the  legacies  as  against  the  real  estate.     Of  course,  if  the 

(a)  2  Mftdd.  223.  (5)  11  Q.  &  Fin.  491 
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1868.        annuities  were  to  be  regarded  as  specific  gifts  of  so  much  land 
as  would  produce  the  annuities^  they  could  not  be  affected  by 
the  charge  of  legacies  ;  but  Lord  St  Leonards  held  that  the 
annuities  were  not  of  this  specific  character,  and  that  the  l^a- 
cies  and  annuities  were  payable  pari  passu.  This  decision  was 
reversed  in  the  House  of  Lords,  and  Lord  CoUenhomi  (a)  oom- 
ments  at  some  length  upon  the  whole  class  of  cases.  He  says, 
''There  are  but  two  modes  by  which  the  annuities  and 
legacies  can  be  put  upon  the  same  footing :  firsts  by  con- 
sidering the  annuities  as  general  bequests^  and  not   as 
specific  gifts  of  interest  in  the  lands ;  or,  secondly,  by  con- 
sidering the  legacies  as  specific  gifts  of  interest  in  ^e 
lands.     As  to  the  first,  gifts  of  annuities  were  formerly 
treated  as  specific ;  but  when  Sir  Joseph  Jeky%  in  Rogers 
V.  MilUcent,  decided  that  a  direction  to  lay  out  money  in 
the  purchase  of  an  annuity  was  only  a  pecuniary  legacy, 
it  was  thought  impossible  to  maintain  the  distinction,  and 
all  simple  gifts  of  annuities  were  held  to  be  pecuniary 
legacies.      Such  is  the  statement  of  Lord  Hardwicke  in 
Lewin  v.  Lewva.    This  rule,  however,  has  no  application 
to  the  gift  of  a  rent-charge  or  annuity  issuing  out  of  land, 
for  that  is  an  interest  in  the  land  itself,  and  necessarily 
specific.   The  very  case  occurred  in  Long  v.  Short.'*   Then 
Lord  Cottenha/ni  mentions  other  cases,  and  distinguishes 
Mann  v.  Copland,  on  the  ground  that  in  that  case  there 
was  considered  to  be  a  distinct  intent  to  give  the  legacy,  the 
particular  property  out  of  which  it  was  to  come  being  a 
secondary  thought.     Then  he  refers  to  Fowle7'  v.  Wil- 
loughhy  (6)  and    other    cases  of  demonstrative  legacies, 
where    the  legacy,    "though    charged  upon  a  particular 
fund,  does  not  fail  by  failure  of  the  fond  ;*'   but  all  these, 
he  adds,  **  proceed  upon  the  construction  showing  a  gene- 
ral intent" 


(a)  11  01.  &  F.  508.  (6)  2  S.  &  S.  354. 
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These  are,  therefore,  the  three  classes  of  gifts :  First,  a  ^[8^ 
general  gift,  in  which  no  special  fund  is  pointed  at  for 
payment ;  secondly,  a  specific  gift  out  of  a  particular  fund 
alone;  and,  thirdly,  a  gift  where  a  particular  fund  is 
pointed  out  as  primarily  applicable,  but  where  the  gift  is 
not  to  fail  by  the  failure  of  the  particular  fund.  In  this 
case  I  think  there  is  a  clear  intention  that  the  gift  should 
take  effect  in  any  event,  because,  after  bequeathing  several 
'legacies,  the  testator  proceeds  thus :  ''  I  give  and  devise 
the  following  annuities,"  specifying  them,  and  then  adds  a 
declaration  that  these  annuities  shall  be  paid  ^by  the 
trustees  out  of  the  rents  of  the  real  estate  thereby  devised. 
Subsequently,  there  is  a  gift  to  the  trustees  of  all  the  real 
estate  and  the  residuary  personal  estate,  upon  trust,  out  of 
the  rents  of  the  realty  to  pay  the  annuities,  and  subject 
thereto  to  apply  the  real  and  residuary  personal  estate 
upon  certain  specified  trusts. 

All  this  appears  to  me  only  to  show  that  the  testator, 
after  making  a  positive  gift,  points  out  the  particular  fund 
which  he  desires  to  have  first  applied,  and  which  lie  sup- 
poses to  be  adequate  for  the  purpose.  It  is  clear  that  he 
preferred  that  the  gift  should  be  satisfied  out  of  the  realty 
rather  than  the  personalty ;  but  the  question  now  is,  whether 
he  preferred  that  it  should  fail  altogether  rather  than  be 
thrown  upon  the  personalty.  I  think  the  case  is  very 
similar  to  Marvn  v.  Copland,  and  that  there  is  no  indica- 
tion of  an  intention  that  the  gift  was  to  fail  on  failure  of 
the  real  estata 

The  codicil  does  not,  in  ^my  opinion,  at  all  assist  the 
contrary  contention,  but  exactly  accords  with  what  appears 
to  me  to  be  the  construction  of  the  will ;  for  the  testator 
says  that,  ''in  addition  to  the  legacies  and  annuities  be- 
queathed by  the  will,"  he  gives  further  annuities  and  makes 
them  a  charge  upon  and  directs  payment  out  of  the  rents 
of  the  real  estate. 
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1863.  I  think,  tberefore,  I  must  hold  that  the  case  is  governed 

"■p]^^^  by  Mann  v.  Copland'  and  that  class  of  authorities,  all  of 

HuiBH  which  I  may  observe  are  collected  in  Mr.  HawkiTia'  able 

Treatise  on  the  Construction  of  Wilis.    The  deficiency 

Judonentm  • 

must  accordingly  be  made  good  out  of  the  residuary  per- 
sonal estate. 


1862. 

Dtc.\\ih,mh,  j^j.  jijj^  ASSURANCE  COMPANY. 

Jwni  Slock 

Company^  WiLLIAMS'    CASE.— ANCHOB  CASE. 

Amalgamahon     __ 

^cS^JSli   A  ^^S  ^^  *  rehearing  of  the  applications  of  a  Mr.  WU- 

hj^ai     Uama  and  the  Anchor  Insurance  Company,  to  prove 

A  Life  and       Ag^QB^  the  Era  Company,  which  was  in  course  of  windiiig 

Fire  Assurance  ^p^    The  claimants  were  originally  creditors  of  another 

Company  pur-        *  o         .^ 

chased  the  busi-  Company,  The  Saason,  whose  business  the  JEra  had  pur- 
took  the  liabi-  chased,  or  purported  to  purchase.  The  deed  by  which  this 
iurarauoeCom-  transaction  was  carried  out  was  confirmed  by  special 
pa»y»t^.par-  general  meetings  of  both  Companies.  On  the  original 
confirmed  bj  hearing  in  November,  1860  (a),  the  Yice-Chancellor  held 
meeting^ *of  that  the  purchase  of  the  Saxon  business  by  the  Era  was 
bothCompanies,  ^^yj^  yj^gg  ^nj  ^^^  ^]^q  claimants  did  not  thereby  become 

and    sabse-  '' 

qnentiy  acted     creditors  of  the  Era. 

npon. 

the?nrchasinJ        Upon  this  decision  (the  Sdxon  Company  being  also  in 

Company  course  ofwinding-up,)  the  A'iichor  Company  applied  to  prove 

a  general  meet-  against  the /Soto^o/},  and  a  similar  application  was  made  by  the 

any  act"requfr-  -^^^  Company,  who  had  paid,  in  discharge  of  Saxon  liabi- 

o°M*^mMain°"  l^ties,  under  the  attempted  transfer  of  the  business,  more 

and  to  deter-  '  (a)  Reported  2  J.  &  H.  400. 

mine  on   any 

qnestion  relating  to  the  affairs  of  the  Company  which  shonid  arise  in  the  oonrseof  the  con- 
duct or  management  thereof.  It  also  empowered  the  directors,  where  the  deed  was  silent, 
to  act  in  the  direction  of  t'.ie  concerns  of  the  Company,  as  at  their  absolate  direction  they 
shonid  think  most  conducive  to  the  interests  of  the  Company.  The  purchase  haTing 
been  to  a  great  extent  carried  out ; — 

Held,  under    the    circumstances,    following  ^' Era    Case"  (1    D.    G.  J.    &    S.    19), 
that  tho  creditors  of  the  selling  Company,  who  had  been  thus  adopted   as  creditors  of 


the  purchasing  Company,  were  entitled  to  proYe  against  the  latter,  which  was  in  course  of 
winding  np.      But,  semble,  that  tho  purchase  was  not  originally  within  the  powers  of 
directors  ;  ajid  quart  what  is  sufficient  to  constitute  acquiescence  on  the  part  of  sharefaold 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 


678 


Williams* 
Casb. 

StaUmmi, 


than  the  amount  of  the  asaets  they  hod  received.  Upon  1862. 
these  applications,  which  were  heard  in  June,  1862,  the  rb  Era  Ai- 
Vice-Chancello)r  held  that,  the  transfer  being  ultra  vires^  bubahot^Com. 
the  Anchor  was  entitled  to  prove  against  the  Saxon,  the 
consideration  for  the  abandonment  of  their  claim  having 
been  since  ascertained  to  have  been  a  nullity.  The  claim  of 
the  Era  Company  was,  however,  disallowed,  on  the  ground 
that  the  Saxon  could  not  be  restored  to  its  original  posi- 
tion. From  this  last  decision  the  Era  Company  appealed; 
and,  on  November  21,  1862,  the  appeal  was  dismissed, 
not  wholly  on  the  ground  on  which  the  Vice-Chancellor 
had  proceeded,  but  on  the  ground  that,  under  the  terms  of 
the  deed  of  settlement,  either  the  transfer  of  the  business 
was  not  ultra  vires  the  purchasing  Company,  or,  if  so,  had 
been  so  acquiesced  in  as  to  l^ind  all  the  shareholders  of  the 
Company. 

This  hearing  is  reported  in  1  De  Gez,  J.  &  S.  29. 

In  consequence  of  this  decision,  the  claims  of  Williams 
and  the  Anchor  Company  to  prove  against  the  Era  were 
reheard. 


Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,and  Mr.  IK  Morris,  for  TTiMtam*.  Argument. 

Mr.jRott,Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Eodwdl,  for  the^lTic^or  Company. 

Mr.    Giffo/fd,  Q.C.,  and    Mr.   Reilly,  for  the  official 
manager  of  the  Era. 

Mr.  WUlcock,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  the  Creditor's 
Representative. 

Mr.  Daniel  replied, 

.  The  arguments  used  and  the  authorities  referred  to  were 
substantially  the  same  as  on  the  former  hearing,  reinforced 
by  the  decision  of  the  Lords  Justices  already  referred  to. 
VOL.  u  T  y 
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1899. 

RbEra 
AaavtULVaa 
compaitt: 

Anchob 
Cask. 

ArgwmenL 


The  following  clauses  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  the 
Era  were  referred  to : — 

Clause  13  provided,  that  it  should  be  competent  for  any 
general  meeting,  ordinary  or  extraordinary,  to  elect  direc- 
tors and  auditors,  and  to  remove  them  and  to  vary  their 
number  in  manner  therein  provided,  and  to  receive,  examine^ 
aud  pass  or  reject  the  accounts,  balance-sheets,  and  reports 
of  the  directors  and  auditors,  and  (if  any)  of  the  actuary, 
to  compel  the  production  of  any  book,  paper,  deed,  or  docu- 
moQt  belonging  to  the  society,  and  generally  to  control  the 
board  of  directors,  to  authorise  any  act  to  which  the  sanc- 
tion of  a  general  meeting  was  thereby  made  requisite, 
and  to  discuss,  and,  subject  to  the  following  clauses  and  the 
provisions  of  the  deed,  to  determine  upon  any  question^ 
matter,  or  thing  relating  to  the  affairs  of  the  Company 
which  should  arise  in  the  course  of  the  conduct  or  manage- 
ment thereof,  and  should  be  brought  before  such  meeting 
by  any  shareholder. 

Clause  38  provided,  that  it  should  be  competent  for  the 
directors  to  alter,  rescind,  or  abandon  any  contract  that 
might  be  entered  into  by  them  on  behalf  or  in  the  name 
of  the  Company,  and  also  to  institute,  conduct^  and  com- 
promise, terminate,  and  abandon,  as  they  might  think  ex- 
pedient, any  actions,  suits,  or  any  other  legal  proceedings 
relating  to  the  property  or  afiairs  of  the  society,  and  also 
to  enter  into  and  execute  any  such  bond  or  agreement 
for  the  submission  to  arbitration  as  was  specified  in  this 
clause,  and  to  compound  for  or  abandon  any  debt  or  debts 
owing  to  the  Company,  and  to  sign  or  execute  any  deed  of 
compromise,  conveyance,  or  assignment  of  estate  and  effects 
made  by  any  debtor  to  the  society,  and  to  sign  and  execute 
the  certificate  or  other  discharge  of  any  bankrupt  or  insol- 
vent, or  other  person  indebted  to  the  society,  and  also  to 
authorise  the  chairman,  deputy  chairman,  or  any  of  thfe 
directors,  or  the  manager,  to  prove  any  debt  due  to  the 
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Company  from  any  bankrupt  or  insolvent^  and  generally, 
where  the  deed  was  silent  or  did  not  otherwise  provide,  to 
act  in  the  direction  of  the  concerns  of  the  Company  in  such 
manner  as  at  their  absolute  discretion  they  should  think 
most  conducive  to  the  interests  of  the  society,  and  for  that 
purpose  to  make,  do,  and  execute  all  such  acts,  deeds , 
matters,  and  things  whatsoever  as  might  be  requisite  or 
expedient  in  that  behalf. 


186S. 

Rb  Eba 
assuranob 

COMPANT: 

Ahchob 

CA8B. 


Vice-Chancellor  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

These  cases  have  been  re-heard  before  me  under  the 
following  circumstances: — 

lu  both  cases  the  debts  sought  to  be  proved  against  the 
Era  were  originally  debts  of  the  Saxon  Company  ;  and  Mr. 
WiUiama  and  the  Anchor  Compcmy  claimed  to  have 
become  creditors  of  the  Era  Company  by  reason  of  the 
Era  having  purchased  the  business  of  the  Saason,  and 
undertaken  all  its  liabilities,  including  those  of  the  present 
claimants  who  were  specially  named  in  a  schedule  of  lia- 
bilities annexed  to  the  purchase  deed. 

On  the  former  hearing,  I  held  that  it  was  not  withim  the 
powers  either  of  the  directors  of  the  Era  or  of  the  Com- 
pany in  general  meeting  to  purchase  the  business  of  another 
Company,  and  that  these  liabiUties,  therefore,  could  not  be 
established  against  the  Era  Company.  There  was  also 
another  question  discussed  before  me,  whether  there  had 
not  been  such  acquiescence  as  to  bind  the  whole  body  of 
the  Era  shareholders  to  the  purchase  of  the  business  as 
carried  out,  notwithstanding  any  infirmity  in  the  original 
deed.  Upon  this  point,  also,  I  came  to  the  conclusion,  that 
there  had  been  no  such  acquiescence  as  to  make  the  deed 
binding  on  the  whole  body  of  the  shareholders.     For  these 

YT  2 


Judgment, 
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1869. 
Ril  Era 

ASftURAMOB 

Compant: 

▲hchob 
Ca8b. 

Judgmeni. 


reaaonfl  I  disallowed  both  the  clamiB  to  prove  agabut  the 
JShra. 

Subsequently,  the  Era  brought  forward  a  claim  in 
the  winding-up  of  the  Saaon,  to  prove  for  all  the  debts  id 
the  Saxon,  which  they  (the  Era)  had  paid  under  the 
terms  of  the  purchase  deed,  which  I  had  held  to  be  invalid. 
Upon  that  I  held  that  matters  had  proceeded  too  far  to 
allow  of  such  a  course ;  that  the  Era^  having  assumed  the 
business  and  taken  the  assets  of  the  Saaon  (though 'not^  as  it 
appeared,  to  the  full  amount  of  the  Uabilities  which  they 
had  discharged),  it  was  impossible  to  restore  the  Saxon  to 
the  position  which  it  occupied  before  the  attempted  trans- 
fer of  the  business,  and  that  justice  could  not  be  done 
under  the  circumstances,  by  relieving  one  party  to  the 
agreement  of  the  consequences  which  had  resulted  finom  it 

That  decision  was  appealed  from,  and  the  Lords  Justices, 
while  arriving  at  the  same  conclusion,  did  so  upon  grounds 
different  from  those  on  which  I  had  proceeded,  lliey 
gave  no  opinion  whether  the  relief  sought  was  precluded, 
as  I  considered,  by  the  matter  having  gone  too  far  between 
the  two  Companies,  but  took  much  higher  ground.  He 
Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce  rested  his  judgment  mainly 
on  the  ground  of  acquiescence  binding  on  all  the  share- 
holders of  the  Era  Company,  intimating,  at  the  same  tun^ 
a  strong  opinion  that  the  original  contract  was  valid.  The 
Lord  Justice  Turner  expressed  a  decided  opinion  that  the 
original  contract  (if  not  strictly  within  the  scope  of  the 
deed  of  settlement)  was,  at  any  rate,  within  the  competency 
of  the  directors  with  the  sanction  of  a  general  meeting. 
What  I  have  to  consider  is,  whether,  now  that  I  am 
instructed  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court  above,  I  ought 
still  to  hold  that  the  purchase  of  the  business  was  beyond 
the  powers  of  the  Company,  and  that  there  was  no  sudi 
degree  of  acquiescence  as  would  suffice  to  prevent  the  Com- 
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pany  from  treating  the  transaction  as  invalid  If  I  decide 
either  that  the  agreement  was  originally  good,  or  that,  by 
reason  of  acquiescence,  it  cannot  be  questioned,  both  the 
claimants  before  me  must  be  admitted  to  prove.  There  is^ 
no  doubt,  considerable  difference  between  the  rejection  of 
the  claim  of  the  Era  to  be  recouped  their  payments  under 
the  deed,  and  the  establishment  against  the  members  of 
the  Company  of  debts  which  they  say  they  never  became 
bound  to  pay.  Nevertheless,  if  I  come  to  a  conclusion  in 
favour  either  of  the  validity  of  the  deed,  or  of  the  suffici- 
ency of  the  acquiescence  relied  on,  I  must  admit  the  claims. 

I  do  not  imderstand  the  Lords  Justices  to  dissent  from 
my  former  opinion,  that  the  amalgamation  was  not  within 
the  powers  of  the  Board  of  Directors;  but  I  went  further, 
and  held  that  it  was  not  within  the  powers  of  the  Company 
in  general  meeting.  That  opinion,  however  much  it  may 
be  shaken  by  the  contrary  view  of  the  Lord  Justice  Turner, 
is,  I  confess,  still  unchanged.  The  business  of  the  Com- 
pany was  to  be  carried  on  in  the  ordinary  mode  of  conduct- 
ing insurance  business,  the  shareholders  relying  on  the 
skill  and  care  of  the  directors ;  and  I  cannot  see  how  tb^ 
purchase  of  the  business  of,  it  may  be,  twenty  other  offices 
in  the  mass  can  be  regarded,  in  the  absence  of  any  special 
power,  as  within  the  scope  of  the  deed.  In  this  view,  I  am 
justified  by  the  observations  of  Lord  Cranv)orth  in  the  case 
of  Ernest  v.  Nicholla  (a),  ''The  transaction  in  question 
was  a  purchase  by  the  one  company  of  the  goodwill  and 
the  whole  concern  of  the  other.  That  would,  ordinarly 
speaking,  be  a  transaction  in  which  no  company  would  be 
justified  in  engaging;  because  it  cannot  be  said  to  be  within 
the  ordinary  scope  of  the  company  to  purchase  the  good* 
will  of  another/'  I  entirely  concur  in  that  opinion.  It 
seems  to  me  that  this  view  is  confirmed  by  the  considera- 
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tion  that  the  skill  to  carry  on  a  particular  business,  for 
which  directors  must  be  supposed  to  be  selected,  is  very 
diflFerent  from  the  skill  required  to  guard  against  fraud,  and 
to  conduct  to  a  prosperous  issue  the  purchase  of  a  distinct 
concern  with  all  its  engagements  and  liahilitie&  1  feel  the 
weight  of  this  argument  very  strongly;  and,  indeed,  I  doubt 
whether  the  Lord  Justice  Turner  intended  to  go  so  far  as 
to  say  that  such  a  transaction  would  be  within  the  ordinary 
scope  of  Ihe  business  of  a  company.  For  I  observe  that  he 
refrrs  to  the  powers  of  the  directors  under  the  38th  section, 
and  to  the  general  power  given  to  the  shareholders  by  tlie 
13th  section,  of  ratifying  what  the  directors  may  have  done. 
That,  no  doubt,  raises  a  distinct  question,  upon  which  some 
light  is  thrown  by  the  case  of  Simpson  v.  WestmintAer 
Palace  Hold  Compa/ny,  where,  under  somewhat  similar 
words,  it  was  held  that  a  large  part  of  an  hotel  could  be  let 
for  a  term  of  years  a3  a  public  ofHca 

The  question  as  to  the  right  way  of  construing 
general  clauses  of  this  description  is  a  very  large  one,  which 
I  should  be  glad  to  see  concluded  by  authority.  Such 
clauses  are  of  constant  occurrence;  precisely  the  same 
clause  came  before  me  in  the  case  of  the  Eagle  Company  (b), 
and  they  have,  no  doubt,  become  common  forms.  It 
is  of  great  importance,  therefore,  that  the  extent  of  the 
powers  conferred  by  them  should  be  ascertained.  In  the 
Eagle  case  I  thought  myself  justified  in  holding  such  a 
clause  sufficient  to  enable  the  directors  to  bind  the  Com- 
pany in  equity  by  an  undertaking,  under  their  hands,  to 
issue  a  policy,  though  the  deed  required  all  policies  to  he 
under  seal;  an  opinion  to  which  I  still  adhera  The  dif- 
ficulty that  weighs  on  my  mind  is  this,  whether  the 
power  to  act  in  the  concerns  of  the  Company,  as  the  direc- 
tors should  think  most  conducive  to  its  interests,  must  not 
be  taken  to  involve  the  condition  that  the  acts  done  shall 
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be  not  dehors  the  scope  of  the  business  for  which  the  Com- 
pany was  originally  formed  ;  and  if  so,  this  purchase  would 
not  in  any  view  be  within  the  power  so  understood. 

The  other  point,  as  to  acquiescence,  is  one  of  great  diffi- 
culty. It  is  undoubtedly  very  hard  to  say  that  share- 
holders, if  not  originally  bound,  can  become  so  by  acqui- 
escence in  matters  of  which  they  are  supposed  to  be 
cognisant,  when  they  could  only  become  so  by  attending 
general  meetings,  from  which  many  shareholders  must 
always  be  absent,  Still,  as  both  the  Lords  Justices  concur 
in  thinking  that  there  was  complete  acquiescence  in  the 
present  case,  and  having  regard  to  the  authorities,  such  as  the 
German  Mining  case  and  others,  where  it  has  been  held 
that  a  company  is  bound  to  repay  moneys  applied,  t  :ough 
without  due  authority,  for  its  benefit^  I  do  not  feel  so 
strongly  on  this  as  upon  the  other  question  with  respect 
to  the  orii^inal  validity  of  the  deed.  My  difficulty  is  that 
the  judgment  of  the  Lords  Justices  in  the  Era  case  seems 
to  rest  in  some  degree  on  acquiescence  as  between  the  Era 
and  Saxon  Companies,  and  it  is  not  easy  to  see  how  any 
acquiescence  as  between  Company  and  Company  can  be  a 
bar  to  the  resistance  of  an  individual  shareholder  who  has 
not  acquiesced  in  the  purchase.  I  am  far  from  saying, 
however,  that  justice  is  not  done  by  this  conclusion,  when 
the  special  circumstances  of  the  case  are  regarded,  the 
Era  having  taken  all  the  assets,  and  it  being  impossible 
to  restore  the  Saason  Company  to  their  old  position. 

(Jpon  the  whole,  therefore,  though  not  without  some 
doubt,  I  have  come  to  the  conclusion,  that,  after  the  strong 
expression  of  opinion — and  not  opinion  only,  for  it  consti- 
tuted the  ratio  decidendi — of  the  Lords  Justices,  I  ought 
to  spare  the  parties  the  expense  of  an  appeal  by  admitting 
these  claims  to  proof. 
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COOPER  V.  UTTOXETER  BURIAL  BOAJID. 
pUmm^Aii^  In  this  case  the  Defendants'  Answer  (paragraph  46)  had 


tioHon^!^  admitted  in  terms  that  a  certain  letter  mentioned  in  the 

Where,  bj  an  Bill  had  been  received,  and  that  no  reply  had  been  made  to 

S^cuSm  to^'  it    In  point  of  fact,  two  letters  had  been  received ;  the  one 

^^°*f[i  Ap«r^  which  was  the  subject  of  the  interrogatory  had  been  an- 

caused  nnin-  swered,  the  Other  had  not  been  so.     The  Defendants  now 

make  an  ad-  wished  to  61e  a  supplemental  Answer  to  correct  the  mis- 

Sil^^totbe"  ^®  *  ^^  ^^®y  produced  the  evidence  of  their  solicitor  to 

fact,  the  Court  show  that^  by  some  mistake  in  the  instructions  to  prepare 

allowed  the  De-  «      ^ 

fendantstofile    the  Answcr  which  had  been  sent  to  counsel^  the  second 

ant^e^,"^^^.  ^^^^^  ^^^7  ^^  been  referred  to,  and  that  the  Answer  was 

mentofooets.     Q^jy  intended  to  refer  to  that  letter.    The  question  was» 

whether,  the  Answer  containing  an  express  admission  in 

the  Plaintiff  s  favour,  but  which  was  contrary  to  the  fact^ 

the  Defendants  could  now  correct  the  error. 


Mr.  H,  Cadnian  Jones,  for  the  Plaintiff. 
Mr.  JE.  K.  Kardaie,  for  the  Defendants. 


Judgment.        VICE-CHANCEI.LOR   SlR  W.   PaGE  WoOD  I— 

I  think  this  indulgence  ought  to  be  granted.     There  has 
*}  certainly  been  most  extraordinary  negligence ;  at  the  same 

time,  the  instructioDS  having  been  verified  on  oath,  and  it 
appearing  that  only  the  second  letter  was  there  referred  to, 
so  that  I  am  satisfied  that  there  was  no  intention  to  tell 
,  anything  other  than  the  truth,  I  thmk  the  supplemental 
answer  may  be  admitted,  but  Uie  Defendants  must  pay  the 
costs. 
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ALDEBERT  v.  EEABNS.  Jan.  28M,  2m. 

f  1^  Joint  Stock 

1  HESE  two  cases  are  reported  together,  although  heard  p^^^_^ 

at  different  times,  both  of  them  being  suits  by  policy-  Amalgamation 

holders  in  the  Argue  Life  Assurance  Company,  seeking  to  j^poiioy-holderi 

restrain  a  proposed  transfer  of  the  Argus  business  and  bj  whose  policy 

funds  to  the  EagU  Insurance  Company.     The  former  sml  Compuir  were 

was  compromised  after  a  full  argument,  which  it  has  been  ^^  ^^  ^^ 

thought  desirable  to  report  as  bearing  equally  upon  both  jJ^rtai^sSiTea 

cases.  of  profit  by  wty 

of  bonus— 
Held,  entitled 

The  Argus  Company  was  formed  in   1838,  under  a  toaninjono- 

.  .  ,  .  tion  to  reetrain 

deed  of  settlement  without  registration,  with  a  nominal  tbe  Company 
capital  of  ^300,000,  of  which  not  more  than  ^12,000  had  c^^" 
been  paid  up.    By  the  prospectus  which  was  issued,  and  J^l^"*"  ^ 
in  practice,  the  business  was  divided  into  the  "  Bonus  or  otber  Company 
Profit  Branch/'  and  the   ''  Non-Bonus  or  Low  Premium  provisions  of 
Branch;"  and  the  assured  in  the  Bonus  Branch  were  by  Jemenf  mr'' 
the  terms  of  the  prospectus  and  of  their  policies,  to  have  ^*bont 
^80  per  cent  of  the  profits  divided  among  them.    The  vision  ont  of 
deed  however  contained  no  directions  as  to  this  division,  f^j  payment  of 
The  policies  provided  that  the  funds  or  property  of  the  ||^iifj!*^°**^'* 
Company  should,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  of 
settlement,  be  subject  and  liable  to  pay  within  one  month 
after  the  required  proof  of  death  the  sum  assured ;  and  the  • 

bonus  policies  also  provided  that  the  assured  should,  after 
the  first  five  years,  be  entitled  to  share  in  £80  per  cent,  of 
the  profits,  according  to  the  annual  valuation ;  iemd  the  171st 
clause  hereinafter  set  forth  of  the  deed  of  settlement  was 
expressly  incorporated  as  one  of  the  conditions  of  each 
policy. 

The  prospectus  of  the  Company  pointed  out  that  the 
greatest  security  was  given  to  the  assured  by  the  large 
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proprietary  and  subscribed  capital,  and  by  the  accumulating 
premium  fond. 

The  Plaintiffi  Reams  and  Aldehert  were  holders  of  bonus 
policies.  In  1861  the  report  of  the  Company  showed  an 
annual  income  of  ^85,000,  and  an  accumulating  premium 
fund  of  ^500,000. 

In  1862,  the  Directors  of  the  Argus  Company  entered 
into  a  negotiation  for  the  transfer  of  their  business  and 
funds  to  the  Eagle  Insurance  Company. 

By  a  resolution  passed  and  confirmed  at  two  general 
meetings  of  the  proprietors  of  the  Argus,  on  the  11th  of 
August  and  the  16th  of  September^  1862,  it  was  resolved 
that  two  clauses,  A.  and  B.,  should  be  added  to  the  deed. 
Clause  A.  was  as  follows : — ^That  an  extraordinary  general 
meeting,  specially  called  for  the  purpose,  shall  have  full 
power,  with  the  consent  of  three-fourths  of  the  votes  of  the 
proprietors  present  and  voting,  to  resolve  that  the  business 
of  this  Company  shall  be  transferred  to  any  other  Company 
associated  for  like  purposes  and  carrying  on  the  like  busi- 
ness, upon  such  terms  as  may  be  agreed ;  and  to  appoint  a 
committee  of  not  less  than  five  proprietors,  of  whom  three 
shall  form  a  quorum,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  such  reso- 
lution into  effect.  And  that  such  committee  may  thereupon 
proceed  in  such  manner  as  they  shall  think  proper,  to  meet 
or  provide  for  the  existing  engagements  of  the  Company, 
and  cause  so  much  of  the  funds  or  property  of  the  Company 
as  shall  not  be  required  for  the  purposes  aforesaid,  after 
making  such  compensation  to  the  directors  and  officers  of 
this  Company  as  to  the  said  committee  shall  appear  just, 
to  be  paid  and  distributed  among  the  proprietors  for  the 
time  being,  or  their  respective  executors  or  administrators, 
in  the  proportions  to  which  they  shall  respectively  be  en- 
titled thereto. 
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jOd  the  23rd  September,  1862,  in  reply  to  an  application 
on  behalf  of  several  policy  holders,  the  actuary  of  the  Argus 
stated  that  no  agreement  had  yet  been  entered  into  to 
amalgamate  with  another  Company,  and  that  therefore  no 
communication  had  been  made  to  the  Argvs  policy- 
holders. 

On  the  25th  September,  1862^  a  circular  was  issued  to 
the  policy-holders  by  the  actuary  of  the  Aryua,  stating  the 
negotiation  with  the  Eagle,  and  that  the  principal  terms 
were—"  The  Eagle,  on  receiving  £860,000  of  the  funds  of 
the  Argtca,  to  take  all  the  liabilities  of  the  Argtbs,  the 
participating  policy-holders  to  share  pari  passu  with  those 
otiheEoffle:' 

On  the  14th  October,  1862,  at  a  special  extraordinary 
general  meeting  of  the  Argv^  proprietors,  it  was  resolved 
that  it  was  expedient  to  transfer  the  business  of  the  Eagle 
on  the  basis  of  a  proposal  laid  before  the  meeting ;  and  a 
committee  was  appointed  to  negotiate  and  conclude  the 
transfer  or  amalgamation. 

On  the  28th  of  October,  1862,  a  second  circular  was 
issued  to  the  policy-holders,  signed  by  the  members  of  the 
committee^  stating  that  an  agreement  had  been  entered 
into  for  the  transfer  of  the  business  to  tho  Eagle,  and 
setting  forth  the  supposed  advantages  which  would  accrue 
to  the  policy  holders 

The  agreement  was  entered  into  between  the  Argus 
committee  and  the  trustees  and  directors  of  the  Eagle 
Company,  and  executed  on  the  8th  of  November,  1862,  and 
provided,  that  the  business  and  goodwill  of  the  Argus 
should  be  transferred  to  the  Eagle  as  from  the  30th  of 
June,  1862;  that  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  Argw 
should  be  borne  by  the  Eagk,  who  were  to  indemnify  the 
Argus  against  them ;  that  all  the  property  of  the  Argus 
on  the  30th  of  June,  1862,  should  vest  in  the  Eagle/  that 
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the  Sagle  Company  should  pay  to  the  Argus  £164^000,  in 
sach  manner  as  the  committee  should  direct;  that  share- 
holders in  the  Argus  should  have  allotted  to  them  five 
Ecigle  shares  at  £6  per  share  for  eveiy  Argus  share;  that 
Argus  policy-holders  should  hare  the  option  of  an  indorse- 
ment  on  their  policies  or  new  Eagle  policies  for  the  same 
amount,  at  the  same  premium  and,  as  to  participating 
policies,  conferring  the  same  privileges,  as  if  they  had  ori- 
ginally insured  in  the  Eagle,  including,  as  to  bonus  policies, 
the  right  of  participating  as  fix>m  the  30ih  June,  1862, 
pari  passu  with  the  Eoffle  policy-holders;  and  also  to 
receive  such  sum  as  would  have  been  payable  as  bonus  by 
the  Argus  Company  up  to  the  30th  of  June,  1862 ;  that 
two  directors  of  the  Argus  should  join  the  EagU  board ; 
that  either  party  might  cancel  the  agreement  by  notice 
within  the  time  specified. 

The  two  bills  were  filed  to  restrain  the  said  transfer,  the 
bill  in  Aldeberi  v.  Xeo/*  praying  that  it  might  be  declared 
that  the  proposed  or  any  like  agreement  ought  not  to  be 
carried  into  effect  with  the  Eagle  or  any  other  Company; 
that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  declared  to  be  entitled  to  the 
security  of  the  funds  and  property  of  the  Argus,  or  a  com- 
petent part  thereof,  and  that  such  competent  part  might  be 
secured  to  answer  the  Plaintiff's  policy;  that  any  sum 
received  by  way  of  compensation  by  the  Defendants,  the 
directors  and  secretary  of  the  Argus,  might  be  treated  as 
assets  of  the  Argus,  applicable  to  make  good  any  bonus 
coming  to  the  Plaintiff;  that  an  account  might  be  taken 
of  the  profits  of  the  Argus  represented  by  the  said  sum 
of  £164,000,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  be  paid  such 
bonus  as  he  was  entitled  to  thereout ;  and  for  an  injunction 
to  restrain  the  directors  and  officers  of  both  Companies 
from  proceeding  with  the  said  agreement ;  and  that,  if  ne- 
cessary, the  Plaintiff  might  be  taken  as  representing  all  the 
bonus  policy-holders  in  the  Argus  other  than  the  DefeQ- 
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dants,  and  that  the  Defendants  (some  of  whom  held  non- 
bonus  policies),  might  be  taken  to  represent  all  the  non- 
bonus  policy-holders. 

The  deed  of  settlement  of  the  Argua  contained  the 
following  clauses. 

19.  That  three-fourths  of  the  votes  of  the  qualified  pro- 
prietors present  at  two  successive  extraordinary  general 
meetings  specially  called  for  the  purpose,  or  at  the  ballots 
or  ballot  which  may  be  taken  in  consequence  of  being 
demanded  at  such  meetings  or  either  of  them,  shall  be  re- 
quisite to  make  new  laws,  regulations,  and  provisions  for 
the  Company  or  to  dissolve  the  Company. 

26.  That  it  shall  be  lawful  for  every  annual  general 
meeting  to  declare  the  amount  of  the  profits  which  shall 
have  accrued  to  the  Company  conformably  to  the  state- 
ment made  out  by  the  actuary  of  the  Company,  and  to  be 
produced  at  the  meeting  by  the  board  of  directors  pur- 
suant to  the  direction  hereinafter  for  that  purpose  con- 
tained. [By  a  subsequent  resolution,  power  was  given  to 
divide  the  whole  or  any  portion  of  the  profits  among  the 
proprietors  according  to  their  interests  by  way  of  bonua] 

28.  That  two  successive  extraordinary  general  meetings, 
specially  called  for  the  purpose,  shall  have  fuU  power  to 
make  any  new  laws,  regulations,  and  provisions  for  the 
Company,  or  to  amend,  alter,  or  repeal,  either  wholly  or  in 
part,  all  or  any  of  the  existing  laws,  regulations,  and  pro- 
visions of  the  Company. 

29.  That  two  successive  extraordinary  general  meetings, 
specially  called  for  the  purpose,  shall  have  full  power  to 
come  to  a  resolution  to  dissolve  the  Company,  provided 
such  dissolution  shall  have  been  previously  approved  of  and 
recommended  by  the  board  of  directors,  but  not  other- 
wise. 
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64.  That  the  board  of  directors  shall  cause  the  sum  to 
be  claimed  lender  every  policy  issued  by  the  Company, 
except  in  those  cases  in  which  the  board  are  hereinbefore 
authorised  to  defer  the  paymeut  thereof,  to  be  paid  within 
three  calendar  months  after  proof  of  the  death  of  every 
person  on  whose  life  the  assurance  shall  have  been  made 
shall  have  been  received  at  the  o£Sce  of  the  Company,  and 
any  other  satisfactory  proof  and  information  respecting^  the 
daim  that  the  board  shall  require  shall  have  been  reoeiTed 
at  the  office  for  the  time  being  of  the  Company  in  London 
or  Westminster.     Provided  nevertheless,  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  the  board  of  directors  to  pay  the  sum  claimed 
under  any  policy,  either  immediately  upon  or  at  any  time 
before  the  expiration  of  three  calendar  months  after  such 
proof  and  information  as  aforesaid  being  made,  on  de- 
ducting from  such  sum  a  discount  after  the  rate  of  £5  per 
cent,  for  every  £100  by  the  year 

86.  That,  when  and  so  often  and  from  time  to  time  as 
au  annual  general  meeting  shall  have  entered  into  a  reso- 
lution that  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  profits,  the  amount 
of  which  shall  have  been  declared  at  such  annual  general 
meeting,  shall  be  added  to  and  consolidated  with  the  in- 
stalments which  shall  have  been  previously  paid  upon  the 
shares  then  held  in  the  capital  of  the  Company,  the  board 
of  directors  shall,  as  to  the  profits  or  part  of  the  profits  to 
which  the  resolution  shall  extend,  add  such  profits  to  and 
consolidate  the  same  with  such  instalments  accordingly. 

107.  That  whenever  two  such  extraordinary  general  meet- 
ings as  hereinbefore  mentioned  shall,  upon  the  previous  re- 
commendation of  the  board  of  directors,  have  come  to  a 
resolution  to  dissolve  the  Company,  the  board  of  directors 
shall  cease  to  grant  or  renew  any  policy  or  annuity  on 
behalf  of  the  Company,  and  shall  proceed  in  such  manner 
as  they  shall  think  fair  and  reasonable  to  meet  the  ex- 
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isting  engagemeots  of  the  Company,  and  shall  cause  so 
much  of  the  funds  or  property  of  the  Company  as  shall 
not  consist  of  money,  and  as  shall  not  be  required  to  meet 
the  existing  engagements  of  the  Company,  to  be  forthwith 
sold  or  otherwise  convened  into  money  in  such  manner 
and  upon  such  terms  as  the  board  shall  think  proper;  and 
after  such  sale  or  conversion  shall  cause  so  much  of  the 
funds  or  property  of  the  Company  as  shall  not  be  required 
to  meet  the  existing  engagements  thereof  to  be  paid  and 
distributed  amongst  the  proprietors  or  other  holders  for  the 
time  beiug,  or  their  respective  executors  or  administrators, 
in  the  proportions  in  which  they  shall  respectively  be  en- 
titled thereto ;  and  immediately  after  such  payment  and 
distribution  the  Company  shall  be  dissolved,  and  these 
presents  and  every  clause,  article,  matter  and  thing  herein 
contained  shall  thenceforth  cease,  determine,  and  be  void. 

109.  That»  subject  and  without  prejudice  to  the  powers 
hereinbefore  given  to  the  general  meetings,  the  board  of 
directors  shall  have  the  entire  management  of  and  super- 
intendence over  the  affitirs  and  concerns  of  the  Comi)any; 
and  no  other  proprietor  or  proprietors,  except  the  auditor, 
secretary,  and  actuary,  unless  he  or  they  shall  be  appointed 
for  that  purpose  by  the  board,  shall  be  at  liberty  to  inter- 
fere or  intermeddle  with  the  afihirs  and  concerns  of  the 
Company;  and  the  board  shall  in  all  cases  provided  for  by 
these  presents  or  hereafter  so  provided  for  by  general 
meetings,  act  in  strict  conformity  to  the  laws  and  regula- 
tions  hereby  established  or  hereafter  to  be  established  by 
general  meetings ;  but  in  all.  cases  for  the  time  being 
unprovided  for  by  these  presents  or  by  general  meetings 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  board  of  directors  to  act  in  such 
manner  as  shall  appear  to  them  best  calculated  to  promote 
the  welfare  of  the  Company.  And  for  the  better  guidance 
of  the  board  of  directors  in  their  management  of  and 
superintendence  over  the  afihirs  and  concerns  of  the  Com- 
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panj,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  an  extraordiiiary  board  of 
directors,  specially  called  for  that  purpose,  to  make  what* 
ever  bye-laws,  rules,  and  regulations  they  shall  think 
proper,  provided  the  same  be  not  inoonsisient  with  or  re- 
pugnant to  the  fundamental  principle  or  constitution  of 
the  Company  as  established  and  settled  by  these  presmtB, 
or  as  altered  and  changed  by  virtue  of  the  power  herein- 
before given  to  the  general  meetings  for  the  purpose,  and 
at  any  time  to  alter  or  repeal  all  or  any  of  the  bye-laws^ 
rules,  or  regulations  which  may  be  so  made. 

170.  That  the  funds  or  property  of  the  Company  shall 
consist  of  the  said  capital  of  £800,000,  and  of  all  sums  to  be 
from  time  to  time  received  by  the  Company  for  assurances 
effected  by  the  Company,  for  the  revival  of  forfeited  policiee, 
for  annuities  granted  by  the  Company,  and  for  such  shares 
in  the  capital  of  dP300,000,  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be 
forfeited  and  sold  for  the  benefit  of  the  Company^  and  of 
all  sums  besides  any  part  or  parts  of  the  said  capital  of 
£300,000,  as  shall  from  time  to  time  be  recovered  in  any 
action  or  suit  that  may  be  prosecuted  agcdnst  any  person 
or  persons  breaking  or  refusing  to  perform  or  comply  with 
any  of  the  covenants,  conditions,  and  stipulations  contain- 
ed in  these  presents,  and  which  on  his,  her,  or  their  part 
ought  to  be  performed  and  complied  with,  or  against  the 
heira^  executors,  or  administrators  of  such  person  or  persons, 
and  of  the  interest,  dividends,  and  annual  produce  and 
accumulations  of  so  much  of  the  said  capital  of  £300,000 
and  of  so  much  of  the  sums  to  be  received  and  recovered 
from  time  to  time  as  afSresaid,  as  shall  from  time  to  time 
be  actually  in  the  hands  of  the  Company  and  remain  un- 
applied and  undisposed  of,  after  answering  the  claims 
which  persons  assured  and  annuitants  shall  from  time  to 
time  have  in  the-  Company^  and  the  expenses  attending 
the  purchase  and  support  of  the  house  and  offices  and  the 
various  other  claims  upon  and  expenses  of  the  Com- 
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paay,  and  also  of  the  stocks,  securities^  house  and  other 
property,  in  or  upon  which,  in  pursuance  of  the  powers, 
authorities^  and  directions  herein  contained,  the  said  sums, 
interest^  dividends,  annual  produce,  and  accumulations,  or 
any  part  thereof  respectively,  shall  be  laid  out  and  in- 
vested. 

171.  That  the  funds  or  property  of  the  Company  for  the 
time  being  remaining  unapplied  and  undisposed  of,  and  in- 
applicable to  prior  claims  and  demands,  in  pursuance  of 
the  trusts^  powers,  and  authorities  contained  in  these 
presents,  shall  alone  be  answerable  for  the  claims  and 
demands  of  persons  assuring  with  the  Company  and 
annuity  creditors ;  and  the  directors  signing  the  policies  or 
the  instruments  securing  the  annuities  shall  be  personally 
liable  to  the  person  to  whom  the  policies  shall  be  given  or 
annuities  granted,  for  the  application  of  the  said  funds  or 
property  in  discharge  of  the  moneys  secured  by  the  said 
policies  and  of  the  said  annuities,  and  not  further  or  other- 
wise ;  and  that  neither  in  respect  of  the  persons  claiming 
under  the  said  policies  or  the  persons  entitled  to  the  said 
annuities,  nor  in  respect  to  the  directors  who  may  have 
signed  policies  or  instruments  securing  annuities,  or  any  of 
their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  the  proprietors  at 
large  of  the  Company  ishall  be  answerable  indirectly  or 
directly,  further  or  otherwise  than  as  to  their  respective 
shares  not  subject  to  prior  claims  or  demands  in  the 
Company's  said  capital  of  ^300,000,  it  being  the  intent  and 
meaning  of  these  presents  that  no  claim  upon  any  policy 
or  upon  any  instrument  securing  any  annuity  shall  be 
enforced  against  any  one  or  more  of  the  directors,  his,  her, 
or  their  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  to  a  greater 
extent  than  the  funds  or  property  of  the  Company  at  the 
lime  of  recovering  upon  such  policy  or  instrument  securing 
such  annuity  shall  be  competent  to  reimburse  him  or  them, 
and  that  the  person  or  persons  against  whom  any  such 
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IMS.  claim  shall  hay^  been  enforced,  or  his  or  their  execators  or 
administratorB,  shall  hare  no  remedy  against  any  pro- 
prietoTS  fnriher  or  otherwise  than  as  to  their  respectiTe 
shares  not  then  subject  to  prior  claims  or  demands  in  the 
Company's  said  capital  of  «£^800,000,  at  the  time  of  seeking 
such  reimbursement,  anything  contained  in  these  presents* 
or  to  be  had,  made,  done,  or  executed  by  the  board  of 
directors  or  other  oflScers  or  members  of  the  Company,  or 
by  any  general  meeting  of  the  Company  or  otherwise,  to 
the  contrary  thereof  in  anywise  notwithstanding. 

The  substance  of  this  clause  was  indorsed  on  each  policy. 

Nov,  25<A.         The  cause  of  Keama  and  Leaf  came  on  upon  a  motion 
for  injunction. 


Argumtmi.         Sir  HuffA   Coima,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Bagsiawe,  for  the 
Plaintiff. 

The  theory  of  the  Company  seems  to  be,  that  they  have 
power  to  issue  participating  policies  to  any  extoit  they 
please,  and  then  alter  the  terms  of  their  contracts.with  the 
policy-holders. 

These  oontractd  secure  three  things  to  the  policy-holder : 
1st.  The  payment  of  a  fixed  sum  within  so  many  months 
after  proof  of  deatL  2nd.  The  addition  to  his  policy  of 
such  bonuses  as  may  be  declared.  3rd.  A  charge  on  all 
the  funds  of  the  Company  to  secure  his  daim. 

The  contract  will  be  broken  in  all  these  points  if  the 
projected  transfer  be  carried  out ;  and  the  question  for  the 
Court  is,  whether  one  of  the  contracting  parties  is  subject 
to  have  his  contract  varied  in  this  manner  at  the  pleasure 
of  the  other. 

There  are  Companies  which  have  large  powers  of  amal- 
gamation inserted  in  their  deeds  of  settlement^  and  persons 
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who  effect  polideR  with  such  Companies  know  what  is  before 
them ;  but  there  are  Companies  (of  which  this  is  one)  which 
have  no  such  powers ;  and  persons  who  like  to  know,  that, 
when  they  have  embarked  in  any  concern,  they  will  sink  or 
swim  with  it»  without  the  risk  of  bemg  handed  over  to  a 
new  set  of  directors,  about  whom  they  know  nothing,  are 
naturally  attracted  to  such  Companies. 

But  then  the  Company  say,  we  are  giving  you  a  better 
security,  and  they  give  us  certain  statistics  of  the  two  Com- 
panies to  prove  that  to  be  so.  That  may  be  so  :  but  our 
case  is  this,  that  you  have  no  right  to  force  us  in  this 
manner  into  partnership  with  persons  with  whom  we  never 
agreed  to  be  partners :  if  indeed  there  were  powers  *  con* 
tained  in  the  deed  of  settlement  enabling  a  majority  to 
amalgamate,  the  minority,  however  evil  they  might  think 
it,  would  be  bound  to  acquiesce ;  but  if  there  was  no  such 
power  (as  here)  the  best  amalgamation  conceivable  would 
be  inoperative  in  this  Court  as  against  a  single  dissen- 
tient; and  therefore  whether  we  shall  be  in  fact  damnified 
or  not  is  immaterial,  if  we  refuse  to  consent. 

But  again  they  say,  the  deed  of  settlement  contains 
powers  for  its  own  amendment,  and  power  for  this  amal- 
gamation has  been  inserted  therein  under  the  authority  of 
these  provisions,  and  persons  who  contract  with  notice  of 
such  power  of  alteration  must  take  the  consequences  of 
the  exercise  of  that  power.  But  no  such  provisions  can 
enable  a  Company  to  alter  contracts  which  they  have 
already  entered  into ;  such  alteration  can  only  be  binding 
as  between  the  shareholders  themselves,  or  as  between  the 
Company  and  subsequent  policy-holders. 

Suppose  an  alteration  of  the  deed  declaring  that  the 
sums  secured  by  the  policies  should  be  paid  subject  to  a 
deduction  of  10  per  cent.  In  this  case  they  propose  to 
lake  away  £168,000  out  of  our  security  money,  on  which 
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1808.  we  hava  a  specific  charge,  and  to  annihilate  our  secnritT 
to  that  extent  for  the  benefit  of  shareholders  and  office- 
holders in  the  Argua. 

The  Athenomm  case  shews  that  though  policy-holders  are 
unable  to  know,  till  the  winding  up  comes,  what  their 
Argummt  exact  rights  may  be,  still  those  rights  might  have  been 
protected  by  injunction  in  the  meantime  had  they  applied- 
Mr.  Chapman  Barber  for  the  Defendants  A.  S.  Arden 
and  S,  W.  Johnston  (directors  of  the  Argus,  who  had 
opposed  the  amalgamation),  supported  the  Plaintiff's  case 

The  ScUcvtOT-Oeneral  (Sir  Baundell  Palmer),  Mr.  Bolt, 
Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Erakine,  for  the  Defendants,  represented  the 
Arffus  Company : — 

This  is  a' case  of  the  first  impression.  The  only  cases  at 
all  like  it^  are,  firsts  Law  v.  Jndiaputable  Life  Assurance 
C(ymjKjmy  {a),  (in  which  case',  however,  the  policy  had 
already  become  a  claim,  and  the  holder  was  therefore  en- 
titled to  an  account  and  receiver) ;  and  secondly,  the  case  of 
the  Era  (b),  the  authority  of  which  case  has,  however,  (so  far 
as  it  bears  upon  this  point),  been  much  shaken  by  the 
remarks  of  the  Lords  Justices  on  another  occasion,  to  which 
we  will  come  presently.* 

In  the  first  place,  the  Plaintiff  can  have  no  claim  till  he 
is  dead  ;  then,  no  doubt,  if  he  have  in  the  meantime  paid 
aU  his  premiiuns,  which  he  is  under  no  obligation  whatever 
to  do,  his  representatives  will  become  entitled  to  the  sum 
secured  by  this  policy,  together  with  any  bonuses  which  may 
have  been  declared. 

Now,  first,  it  is  the  idlest  thing  to  say  that  a  contract  of 
this  sort  can  make  any  particular  arrangement  entered  into 

(a)  1  K.  &  J.  223.  (ft)  2  J.  &  H.  408. 

*  At  the  date  of  this  argument  the  re-hearing  of  the  Anchor  Case, 
Re  JSra,  reported  ante,  p.  672,  had  not  taken  place^ 


OASES  IN  CHANCBEY. 


693 


by  the  directors,  and  which  is  good  as  against  the  share- 
holders, bad  as  against  the  Plaintiff. 

In  the  next  place,  whatever  the  effect  of  the  contract  con- 
tained in  this  policy  may  be,  it  is  enforceable  by  law  against 
the  contractors,  and  that  is  the  proper  forum  for  the  Plaintiff 
to  resort  to. 

Then,  whether  this  amalgamation  be  ultra  vires  or  no^ 
there  has  been  no  breach  of  the  contract ;  that  appears  by 
the  case  of  King  v.  AccumvZaied  Compcmy  (a). 

It  is  true,  that^  if  the  contract  were  clear,  the  question  of 
whether  or  no  the  amalgamation  is  beneficial  might 
become  immaterial ;  but  where  the  construction  and 
force  of  the  contract  itself  is  doubtful,  that  is  not  so ; 
it  then  becomes  very  important  to  consider  whether 
the  arrangement  made  by  the  directors  is  or  not  bona  fide 
for  the  benefit  of  all  parties. 

The  question  whether  Companies  have  or  have  not 
power  to  amalgamate  where  there  is  no  express  power 
for  that  purpose  in  the  deed  of  settlement,  was  much 
discussed  before  your  Honour  in  the  case  of  the 
^ra  and  Saxon  Companiea  That  case  was  not  directly 
appealed  from,  but  the  question  came  incidentally  be- 
fore the  Lords  Justices  of  Appeal,  when  your  Honour's 
decision  was  not  acquiesced  in.  That  arose  in  this  way, 
your  Honour  having  decided  that  the  amalgamation  was 
invalid,  the  Era  applied  for  leave  to  prove  against  the 
Saxon  for  the  money  which  they  had  paid  on  the  faith  of 
the  amalgamation :  your  Honour  rejected  the  claim,  and 
that  decision  was  affirmed  by  the  Lords  Justices  (6):  but  the 
remarks  of  their  Lordships  on  that  occasion  threw,  at  least, 
a  doubt  on  the  authority  of  the  previous  case.  Lord  Jus- 
tice Knight  Bnice  said :  "  It  appears  to  me,  that  that  deed, 
following  and  grounded  on  the  several  acts  which  are  in 
evidence,  bound  and  binds  the  Era  and  Saxon  Companies, 
and  their  members  and  estates  respectively.'^  Lord  Justice 
{a)  3  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  151.  (b)  1  D.  G.,  J.,  &  S.  29. 
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Turner  concurred  in  the  practical  result^  without  determio* 
ing  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  deed;  but  he  said^that 
at  ail  events  the  deed  was  not  void,  but  merely  voidable  ui 
equity,  and  that  therefore  the  Era  was  bound  by  it ;  so  that 
they  could  not  make  any  claim  to  recover  what  they  bad 
paid. 

Further,  it  is  at  least  worthy  of  consideration,  whether 
power  to  dissolve  the  Company  does  not  necessarily  include 
power  to  make  such  an  arrangement  as  the  present :  a 
power  to  dissolve  is  contained  in  the  deed,  (clause  107)  ;  and 
the  same  body  which  has  power  of  dissolution  has  alao  the 
minor  power  of  passing  rules  and  regulations,  (daosa  109). 
The  powers  of  the  directors  are  no  doubt  very  limited^  bat 
the  powers  vested  in  the  general  meetings  are  not  limited 
(clauses  19,  29). 

Then  I  would  ask,  does  not  the  power  of  re-assuranoe, 
which  is  imquestionably  vested  in  the  directors^  imply 
power  to  do  as  they  have  done  ?  What  is  this  more  than 
a  gigantic  re-assurance  of  all  their  risks  at  one  operation  ? 
and  if  they  might — as  they  undoubtedly  might — re-aasur  e 
every  policy  separately,  why  not  all  together  ? 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  such  a  power  is  exceedingly 
beneficial.  There  have  been  forty-seven  undisputed  amalga- 
mations in  the  last  eighteen  years,  as  is  stated  in  our 
evidence.  Companies  must  have  this  power,  or  else,  when 
they  find  their  business  not  increasing  as  they  could  desire, 
both  shareholders  and  policy-holders  will  be  forced  to  drift 
to  one  common  ruin.  We  represent  the  majority  of  the 
directors,  whose  concurrence  in  the  amalgamation  muat 
therefore  be  assumed. 

I  ask  the  Court  to  look  at  the  powers  vested  in  the  directoia 
in  cases  of  dissolution.  On  dissolution  the  directors  are  not 
to  grant  any  new  policies,  but  that  does  not  interfere  with 
existing  contracts :  Cook  v.  CMmgridge  (a).  On  dissolution 

(a)  Jac.  607. 
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directors  are  to  act  ias  they  think  fair  and  reasonable,  (clause 
107).  Therefore  they  may  re-assnre  all  their  risks  with 
another  Company ;  that  would  not  affect  their  liability  to 
policy-holders  who  refused  to  accept  the  new  Company,  but 
they  would  thus  guarantee  their  own  shareholders. 


1862. 
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policy  is  against  the  fund] 


-The    only   contract  in  the 


The  SoUeitor-OeTieTal. — ^Anything  that  goes  back  into 
the  hands  of  the  proprietors  would  be  in  the  same  position 
as  unpaid-up  capital,  and  would  be  liable  to  meet  this 
claim. 

The  discretion  vested  in  the  dir^tors  might  in  any  case 
involve  the  return  of  a  large  balance  into  the  pockets  of 
the  shareholders.  A  policy-holder  has  no  contract  which 
enables  him  to  impound  the  funds  or  to  interfere  in  any 
manner  with  the  internal  management  of  the  Company.  If 
all  policy-holders  had  a  continuing  lien  on  the  fund,  it 
would  be  impossible  for  the  directors  to  exercise  their 
powers  of  management  at  alL  Suppose  a  variation  of  the 
deed  empowering  the  directors  to  invest  the  funds  on  pem 
sonal  security,  this  would  be  clearly  within  the  power  of 
the  general  meeting ;  yet  if  my  friend's  contention  be  well 
founded  it  could  not  be  acted  on  as  against  a  single  dis- 
sentient policy-holder. 

Equity  will  protect  special  funds  proved  to  be  liable 
to  a  contract^  but  will  not  vary  the  legal  results  thereof/ 
What  then  cam  be  clearer  and  more  con^usive  than  the 
case  of  King  v.  Accumulated  Company  (a),  where  it  was 
held  that  a  policy-holder  had  no  specific  lien  on  the  funds 
of  .the  Company. 

[Sir  H.  Cairna  referred  to  Evans  v.  Coventry  (by] 
(a)  3  C.  B^  N.  S.,  151.  (b)  5  D.  M.  G.  911. 
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Kbarns 

V. 
LSAFt 

Aldbbebt 

V. 

Leaf. 
Argument* 


The  tSolicUor-OeTheroL — That  was  a  case  of  a  mutual 
assurance  company;  a  bill  by  some  members  on  behalf  of 
themselves  and  all  other  members  except  the  Defendants ; 
moreover,  some  of  the  FlaintiflGs  had  debts  then  actually 
vested. 

There  is  no  implied  covenant  to  carry  on  business  on  the 
terms  of  the  deed  of  settlement ;  and  as  the  Judges  said, 
in  the  case  I  last  cited, the  Plaintiff  is  in  this  further  dilemma: 
either  the  transfer  is  valid  under  the  terms  of  the  deed  of 
settlement,  therefore  there  is  no  case ;  or  else  it  is  ultra 
vires  and  invalid,  therefore  the  Plaintiff  is  not  damnified. 

The  largest  possible  right  of  a  policy-holder  would  have 
been  a  covenant  by  the  Company  to  pay  the  debt  when  it 
became  a  claim;  all  the  limitations  introduced  into  the 
policy  are  for  the  purpose  of  •restricting  that  right  From 
Uiis  it  follows,  that  the  Plaintiff's  right  could  not  be  greater 
than  a  right  to  an  injunction  to  restrain  an  unlawful  appli- 
cation of  the  fimds  under  clauses  28  &  29  ;  but  that  would 
not  interfere  with  the  onlinary  method  of  amalgamation, 
which  does  not  involve  any  use  of  the  funds  not  within  the 
usual  power  of  investment 

The  Bill  is  as  novel  in  point  of  law  as  it  is  in  &ct.  So 
far  as  the  Plaintiff  is  concerned,  the  amalgamation  gives 
him  additional  security  and  takes  nothing  whatever  firom 
him. 

If  such  interference  with  the  internal  management  of 
the  Company  as  this  is  permitted,  where  are  you  to  stop? 
A  policy-holder,  by  his  contract^  has  not  even  a  right  to 
read  the  deed  of  settlement 

[The  Vicb-Chancellob. — He  ought  to  see  it  if  he  is 
a  prudent  man ;  he  is  affected  with  full  notice  of  it.] 

Mr.  Erakine. — It  is  not  the  practice  to  permit  him  to  do 
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9o.  If  a  policy-holder  can  interfere  with  such  an  arrangement 
as  this,  why  not  also  to  prevent  the  board  from  taking 
lives  at  extravagant  rates,  or  at  rates  which  he  may  consider 
to  be  so.  The  right  of  the  policy-holder  at  law  is  limited 
to  an  action  against  the  directors  who  signed  his  policy, 
whose  liability  again  is  limited  to  the  funds  of  the  Com- 
pany (clause  171). 

Then^  as  to  those  funds,  the  only  funds  which  are  charged 
with  the  Plaintiff's  debt  are  those  which  may  be  existing 
when  his  policy  becomes  a  claim. 

[The  Vicb-Chancellob. — Suppose  the  Directors  were 
appropriating  to  their  own  use  the  whole  of  the  funds?] 

There  might  be  a  right  to  move  on  the  ground  oi frauds 
but  not  of  contract  [They  also  referred  to  Solvency 
Guarantee  Corrypamy  v.  York  (a),  Ki/ng  v.  Malcott  (6), 
Jones  V.  Qarcia  del  Rio  (c).] 

Sir  Hugh  Cairns  in  reply. — My  learned  friends  have 
used  very  great  boldness  in  this  matter.  The  assured,  on 
entering  into  their  contract,  may  be  supposed  to  say,  we  are 
bound  to  look  only  to  the  funds  of  the  Company^  but  we 
have  a  very  strong  estimate  of  the  security  of  those  funds; 
but  the  argument  goes  to  the  full  extent  that  it  is  in  the 
power  of  the  Company  to  divide  the  whole  fund  among 
themselves. 

[The  Vice-Chancbllob.— If  without  fraud] 

Yes ;  and  if  we  suppose  the  directors  to  consider  such  a 
division  the  most  desirable  method  of  investment,  the 
policy-holders  will,  upon  this  argument^  have  no  remedy 
either  against  the  funds  or  the  directors. 

That  is  the  very  case  here ;  they   propose  to  divide 

£165,000  amongst  themselves,  and  to  hand  us  over  to  the 

funds  of  The  Sagk,  as  to  which  we  know  nothing  whatever. 

(a)  3H.  &N.  588.  (6)  9  Hare,  692. 

(c)  T.  &  R.  297. 
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Thecaae  of  re^assoranoe  has  nothing  to  do  with  this  < 
In  re-assonmce  there  is  no  interference  with  the  funds  of 
the  Company. 

But  the  main  question  is  this:  suppose  there  was  no 
provision  for  altering  the  deed  of  settlement,  let  us  see 
what  the  position  of  the  directors,  shareholdess,  and  policy- 
holders respectively  would  be,  and  then  see  wlu^t  is  the 
effect  of  the  provision  for  alteration. 

In  a  a  somewhat  similar  case — Pctraona  v.  Spoaner  (a) 
— where  a  solicitor  had  made  a  special  contract  with  a  com- 
pany to  look  to  the  deposits  merely  yice-Chancellor  Wig- 
TCt/nh  sustained  the  lien  of  the  solicitor  under  this  contract 

The  fedlacy  which  has  misled  the  Defendants  is  this : 
they  have  only  looked  at  the  endorsement  on  the  policy, 
not  at  the  hce  of  the  deed,  which  gives  us  an  express 
charge  on  the  funds.  But  they  say,  the  policy  is  not  a 
chaige  during  the  life  of  the  assured.  Suppose  I  say,  I 
agree  that  A.  B.  shall  have  a  sum  out  of  my  estate  at  the 
end  of  a  yearfrom  this  time;  but  I  stipulate  that  he  is  to 
have  no  personal  remedy  against  me.  Would  a  Court  of 
Equity  allow  the  estate  to  be  entirely  disposed  of  during 
the  year  ?  The  true  answer  is,  that  the  funds  are  to  be 
answerable  to  us  at  the  proper  time,  according  to  the  pro- 
visions of  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  are  to  be  per- 
petually ready  for  that  liability. 

Take  the  case  of  a  dissolution  in  which  the  shareholders 
divided  the  whole  property  of  the  Company,  would  not  a 
policy-holder  be  entitled  to  say,  don't  throw  me  upon 
2000  shareholders,  but  keep  the  fund#  together  to  answer 
my  claim? 

How  does  the  power  to  alttf  the  deed  of  settlement 
affiaot  this  case?  No  such  alteration  would  vaiy  our 
rights  without  our  consent 

(a)  5  Hare,  102. 
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JEvcms  V.  Coventry  ^Yaa  not  founded  on  the  deeeaae  of 
some  of  the  policy-holders,  it  puts  the  case  exactly  as  a  trust 
where  the  poticy^holders  are  the  cestuis  que  trustent  and 
the  directore  are  the  trustees.  Lord  Justice  Kmghi  Bruce 
likens  it  to  a  case  of  waste ;  Lord  Justice  Tumtr  says, 
"*  the  Flaintiffi  are  persons  who  have  claims  on  the  fund  of 
which  the  Defendants  are  trustees/'  It  is  not  according 
to  the  course  of  this  Court  to  say»  "the  proceeding  is  ultra 
▼ires,  therefore  the  Plaintiff  is  not  damnified/'  but  ''ultra 
▼ires,  therefore  we  will  restrain  it." 
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186S. 


V. 
V. 

Lbav. 


This  case  was  compromised  befiure  judgment  had  been 
given  on  the  motion. 


Shortly  after  the  settlement  of  this  cause,  the  EagU 
Company  gave  notice  to  determine  the  agreement ;  and  on 
Uie  7th  of  January,  1863,  the  solicitors  of  the  Argua 
wrote  to  the  solicitois  of  the  Plaintiff  Aldebert,  stating,  that 
''although  the  agreement  with  the  EagU  Company  was 
now  at  an  endj  their  clients  were  convinoed,  that,  under 
existing  circumstances,  an  amalgamation  of  the  Argus 
with  some  other  assurance  company,  if  not  with  the  EoigU, 
was  a  real  necessity,  and  that  they  therefore  declined  to 
submit  (as  had  been  asked)  to  a  perpetual  injunction.'^  A 
long  correspondence  ensued  with  reference  to  the  settlement 
of  the  suit^  the  Plaintiff  insisting  on  a  perpetual  injunction 
and  the  payment  of  costs.  This  was  not  assented  to^  and 
ultimately  the  cause  camc\,on  upon  motion  for  decree^ 


1864. 


Mr.  Dcmid,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  N.  HiggvM  for  the     jom^Ia. 
Plaintiff.  

The  argument  on  behalf  of  the  Company  in  KeavM 


^ 
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1864. 
Ebabks 

V. 

Leaf. 
Aldbbkbt 

V. 

Leaf. 
Argununt, 


V.  Leaf  went,  as  will  be  remembered,  mainly  to  these  two 
points:  first,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  such  charge  on  or 
interest  in  the  fund  as  would  entitle  him  to  maintiun  a 
suit  before  his  policy  became  payable;  and  secondly,  that 
he  was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed,  namely,  an  in* 
junction  to  restrain  the  proposed  amalgamation.  Probably 
the  same  contention  will  be  attempted  in  this  casa 

As  to  the  first  point,  however,  we  do  not  contend  that 
the  Plaintiff  has  any  such  charge  on  the  funds  as  would 
give  him  priority.  The  contrary  was  decided  in  the  State 
Fire  case  by  your  Honour^  and  that  judgment  was  affirmed 
on  appeal  (a).  Notwithstanding  this,  however,  the  prin- 
ciple  of  Law  v.  Indisputable  C<ympa/ny  (6)  is  still  main- 
tsdned,  that  a  policy-holder  has  a  right  to  have  the  fund  to 
which  he  looks  preserved  from  misapplication.  Thu  is  the 
ground  of  our  claim.  Eva/M  v.  Oovmtry  does  not  appear 
to  touch  this  case ;  the  decree  there,  whatever  it  amounted 
to,  turning  entirely  on  the  &ct  of  the  insolvency  of  the 
Company.  The  Plaintifi^s  right  of  suit  to  preserve  the 
isMsets  being  thus  clear  on  the  authorities  and  on  principle, 
the  only  question  is,  whether  the  agreement  for  the  transfer 
of  the  fund  to  the  Eagle  Company  was  a  lawful  or  an  un- 
lawful  dealing  with  the  fund.  That  agreement^  it  was  sud, 
has  been  abandoned ;  but  on  the  question  of  costs  alone  it 
would  be  necessary  to  determine  how  far  we  have  been 
right  in  our  claim ;  and  it  is  also  necessary  to  guard  against 
the  revival  of  the  same  design  in  the  shape  of  a  firesh 
amalgamation  with  some  other  company,  which  is  not  only 
possible^  but  is  declared  on  the  part  of  the  directors  to  be 
in  their  opinion  an  absolute  necessity. 

Was  then  this  agreement  ultra  vires  or  was  it  not?  And 
if  not  otherwise  ultra  vires,  was  it  not  so  as  against  us  as 
being  in  derogation  of  our  policy  ?    Now,  in  the  first  place, 


(a)  11  W.  R.  1011. 


{h)  1  K.  &  J.  223. 
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it  is  clear  that  in  the  absence  of  special  powers  for  the  pur- 
pose, no  company  can  sell  its  business  to  another  ;  Ernest^ 
V.  NichoUa  (a)  is  quite  decisive  as  to  that. 

To  ascertain  whether  the  Company  had  a  right  at  all  or 
as  against  us  to  transfer  their  business  and  part  with  their 
funds,  it  is  necessary  to  look  at  the  terms  of  our  policy 
based  on  the  prospectus  circulated  and  acted  on  for  years 
by  the  Company,  as  well  as  on  the  deed  of  settlement 

Our  policy  in  terms  gives  us  a  right  to  share  in  four-fifths 
of  the  profits  of  the  concern,  a  right  wholly  independent 
of  the  deed  of  settlement  which  is  only  material  by  the  incor- 
poration of  the  171st  clause  (the  limited  liability  clause) 
and  perhaps  by  the  description  of  the  profits  as  being 
"  the  profits  according  to  the  annual  valuation/' 

Whether  such  a  policy  as  ours  would  make  us  partners 
in  the  strict  sense,  it  is  not  necessary  to  argue,  (though  it 
may  be  observed,  that  the  JEngUah  omd  Irish  Company*8 
case,  in  which  an  argument  of  that  kind  was  rejected,  was 
very  different  in  its  circumstances  from  the  present) ;  but 
it  is  enough  that  a  certain  definite  interest  in  the  profits  is 
given  to  us  to  entitle  us  to  an  account,  and  to  prevent  those 
profits  from  being  dissipated,  in  contravention  of  the  terms 
of  our  policy.  The  only  provision  in  the  deed  about  the 
valuation  is  the  26th  clause,  that  a  general  meeting  may 
declare  profits  conformably  to  the  actuary's  statement;  and 
so  £Btr  as  the  deed  is  concerned,  these  profits  would  belong 
to  the  shareholders,  who  have  agreed  to  assign  four-fifths 
of  them  to  the  bonus  policy-holders.  Thii  is  very  different 
from  the  English  and  Irish  deed,  which  expressly  provided 
that  the  bonus  policy-holders  were  to  take  a  certain  pro- 
portion of  such  sum  as  should  be  determined  by  the  share- 
holders to  be  the  profits  of  the  concern.  The  right  to  an 
account  of  profits  was  there  expressly  excluded,  while 
here  it  follows  from  the  interest  given  to  us  by  our  policy. 
id)  6  H.  L.  Cas.  401. 
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Independently  of  our  right  as  interaetad  m  pit^tB^  we 
are  entitled  to  restrain  any  dealing  with  the  fund  to  wltidi 
we  look,  which  would  be  inoonsistent  with  the  rights  given 
to  us  by  our  policy.  Even  if  the  deed  gave  powers  to 
alter  the  whole  constitution  of  the  Company,  those  powers 
could  not  be  exercised  after  the  grant  of  a  policy  in  sach  a 
manner  as  to  derogate  from  that  grant  It  would  make  no 
difference  even  if  we  were  supposed  to  have  notice  of  the 
entire  deed,  because,  knowing  its  provisions,  we  must  have 
been  entitled  to  assume  that  they  would  not  be  acted 
upon  in  a  manner  inconsistent  with  our  rights  under  the 
policy. 

But  in  ftct  we  bad  notice  of  no  part  of  the  deed,  except 
the  limited  liability  dause  indorsed  on  the  policy.  The 
deed  of  a  registered  Company  may  be  notice  to  all  the 
world ;  but  this  Company  was  not  registered,  and  we  bad 
no  means  of  getting  an  inspection  of  the  deed.  The 
whole  doctrine  as  to  notice  in  these  cases  turns  upon 
registration :  Ernest  v.  NiehoU  (a),  Oreewwood's  case  (6). 

Then  apart  from  the  question  whether  the  transfer  oould 
be  good  against  US|  it  is  clear  that  it  was  void  altogether  as 
ultra  vires,  as  appears  from  the  ease  already  cited,  and 
from  the  Efxt  cose,  where  the  transaction  was  sustained  only 
on  the  ground  that  the  requisite  power  might  perhaps  be 
found  in  the  deed»  and  that  at  any  rate  the  question  was 
closed  by  acquiescenca 

Mr.  0.  C.  BaTber,(oT  Plaiptifis  who  had  obtained  an  in- 
terlocutory injunction  in  another  suit^  and  were  allowed  to 
attend  the  proceedings. 

Mr.  Archibald  Smith  for  a  trustee. 

Mr.  Belt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ershme^  for  the  Argua  Com- 
pany: — 

(a)  8  H.  L.  Cat.  419.  (ft)  8  D.  M.  G.  469. 
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1.  Whatever  the  deed  of  settlement  anthorisea  may  be 
done  by  the  directors  without  oonsalting  the  policy-holders, 
who  miquestionably  had  notice  of  the  deed»  if  that  were 
necessary ;  though  in  truth,  it  is  enough  that  under  their 
policies  they  were  to  take  what  the  deed  gave  them  and 
nothing  elsa  And  the  powers  of  the  deed,  with  the  sup-, 
plementary  resolution  A.  (and  even  without  it)  are  sufficient 
to  authorise  the  transfer.  The  28th  and  29th  clauses 
together  with  resolution  A.  give  the  fullest  possible  powers 
to  the  directors  to  wind  up  by  dissolution  or  by  amalgama- 
tion as  the  best  mode  of  dissolution.  It  is  clear  too  that 
the  course  proposed  was  the  best  for  the  policy-holdera 
To  wind  up  or  to  let  the  business  die  out  would  have  been 
most  injurious^  and  the  only  way  in  which  policy-holders 
can  be  protected  when  a  business  ceases  to  be  progressive 
is  by  transfer  to  another  office. 

Again,  the  Plaintiff  has  no  present  interest  whatever  to 
sustain  a  suit  His  only  right  is  to  sue  when  his  policy 
becomes  payable.  In  the  meantime,  he  has  no  charge  or 
lien^  and  no  right  to  an  account  of  the  fund.  The  now 
exploded  fallacy  in  the  argument  on  this  point  has  been, 
to  suppose  that  the  limited  liability  clause  has  the  effect 
of  enlarging  the  policy-holder's  rights  and  giving  him  a 
sort  of  charge,  whereas  it  is  nothing  whatever  but  a  stipu- 
lation that  the  rights  he  would  otherwise  possess  against 
the  funds  of  the  Company  and  the  shareholders  personally 
shall  be  curtailed  by  excluding  the  liability  of  shareholders 
beyond  a  certain  amount  All  this  is  settled  by  the  cases 
already  referred  to,  and  in  King  v.  AawnuUitive  Cowr 
pany  (a),  it  was  held,  that  a  policy-holder  has  no  right 
until  his  policy  matures  into  a  claim,  that  a  Company  is 
under  no  implied  contract  to  continue  its  business  for  the 
sake  of  providing  him  with  a  bonus  out  of  profits.  The 
Company  here  had  express  power  to  dissolve,  and  this 
(a)80.B.,  N.  S.,  151. 
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transfer  was  a  mode  of  dissolution  expressly  sanctioned  by 
resolution  A.  There  is  no  more  ground  for  a  Bill  to  restrain 
this  Company  from  doing  what  it  pleases  with  its  fand% 
than  there  would  be  for  a  Bill  by  a  person  holding  a  pro- 
missory note  payable  twelve  months  hence,  to  restrain  his 
debtor  from  wasting  his  estate  by  extravagance  in  the 
meantime. 

Mr.  21  Stevens  for  the  Eaffle  Company. — ^We  were 
unnecessary  parties,  and  the  Plaintiff  must  pay  our  costa 

Mr.  Dcmid,  in  reply. — If  the  agreement  was  ultra  vires, 
as  to  which  there  can  be  no  question,  we  are  entitled  to  a 
perpetual  injunction,  as  they  still  threaten  to  enter  into 
some  similar  arrangement. 


Vice  Chancellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

The  Argue  Company  have  entered  into  a  contract,  by 
which  it  is  stipulated  that  the  funds  and  property  of  the 
Company  shall  be  liable,  according  to  the  deed  of  settle- 
ment, to  pay  the  sum  insured  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  also 
to  divide  £80  per  cent,  of  their  profits  by  way  of  bonus. 

One  of  the  questions  discussed  has  been,  how  far  a  charge 
or  lien  is  created  by  a  contract  of  this  kind.  In  the  State 
Fvre  caee,  I  came  to  the  conclusion,  upon  similarly  worded 
instruments,  that  no  such  charge  was  created  as  would 
entitle  policy-holders  to  any  priority ;  and  I  observe,  that 
on  the  appeal  of  that  case  Lord  Justice  Turner  said,  that 
he  had  taken  the  same  view  in  Evans  v.  Coventry. 
The  Lord  Justice  Knight  Bruce,  it  is  true,  expressed  him- 
self as  not  entirely  free  from  doubt  on  the  point ;  but  in  the 
judgment  of  the  Lord  Justice  Turner,  I  find  some  obser- 
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▼atioBS  which  will  greatly  assist  one  in  arriving  at  a  conclu- 
sion in  the  present  case.    The  passage  I  refer  to  is  this  (a) : 
''In  considering  the  meaning  of  these  words,  and  the 
effect  to  be  given  to  them,  regard  must  be  had^  I  thinkt 
to  the  state  of  the  law  which  led  to  their  introduction. 
By  the  common    law  every  shareholder,  as    a   partner 
in  the  Com^panj,  would  be  liable  on  all  its  contracts; 
and    provisions   of   this    nature    were    no    doubt   intro- 
duced for  the  purpose  of  limiting  their  legal  liabilities,  not 
for  the  purpose  of  creating  a  charge  in  equity.    Again,  it 
is  to  be  observed,  that  it  was  necessary  that  some  words 
should  be  introduced  into  the  operative  parts  of  the  policy 
in  order  to  create  an  express  contract.    If  the  case  had  been 
left  on  the  proviso  alone,  there  would  have  been  nothing 
more  than  an  implied  contract.     If,  instead  of  the  words 
'stocks  and  funds  of  the  Company,'  the  words  introduced 
had  been  'the  Company  shall  be  subject  and  liable  to 
pay^'  the  very  inconvenience  which  no  doubt  was  intend- 
ed to  have  been  avoided  would  at  once  have  been  created. 
There  was  a  sufficient  reason,  therefore,  for  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  words  in  question,  without  imputing  any  in- 
tention to  create  a  charge  in  equity;  and  certainly,  in 
considering  the  effect  to  be  given  to  those  words,  the  incon- 
venience which  would  result  from  the  construction  con- 
tended for  by  the  Appellants  ought  not,  I  think,  to  be 
disregarded.     It  is  obvious,  for  the  reasons  assigned  in  the 
coiirse   of  the    argument,  that    this  construction  would 
paralyse  the  Company  to  the  prejudice  not  merely  of  the 
shareholders,  but  of  the  policy-holders  also,  with  the  ex- 
ception, perhaps,  of  the  few  among  them  on  whose  policies 
claims  might  first  have  been  matured.    The  business  of  the 
Company  could  not  possibly  have  been  carried  on,  and 
every  claim  on  a  policy  might  be  made  the  foundation  of  a 
suit  in  equity.     It  is  remarkable  to  find,  as  long  as  policies 
of  this  description  have  been  in  use,  there  is  not,  as  ikr  as 

(fl)  11  W.  R.  1012. 
VOL.   I.  AAA 
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I  am  aware,  any  ixistanoe  of  any  claim  apon  them  having 
been  advanced  in  equity  until  very  recent  timea     I  do  not 
think,  therefore,  that,  even  independently  of  the  provisions 
of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  this  Ciompany,  the  policies  in 
question  would  operate  as  a  charge  on  the  stock  and  fiinds 
of  the  Company ;  but  it  is  now  settled,  not  only  by  Emeat 
V.  NichoUs  {a),  but  by  Balfour  v.  Ernest  (i),  that  persons 
dealing  with  such  companies  as  these  are  bound  to  look  to 
the  terms  of  the  deed  of  settlement ;  and  looking  to  the 
terms  of  the  deed  of  settlement  of  this  Company,  I  do  not 
think  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  directors  to  appropriate 
the  stock  and  funds  of  the  Company  to  the  payment  of  the 
policies,  so  as  to  create  a  charge  paramount  to  all  the  other 
claims  of  the  Company.    I  think,  therefore,  on  this  ground 
also,  the  policy  holders  are  not  entitled  to  the  preference 
claimed  by  them.  In  the  course  of  the  argument  in  this  case, 
the  cases  of  Law  v.  The  London  Indisputable  Life  Com- 
pam^y  The  AtheTueun  Life  Assurance  Society,  and  Evans 
V.  Coventry  were  much  commented  upon,  and  I  do  not  hesi- 
tate to  say,  that  in  this  case  the  word  '  chaige '  has  been  un- 
guardedly used  both  by  the  Vice- Chancellor  Sir  William 
Page  Wood,  and  by  myself;  but  certainly,  so  &r  as  I  am 
concerned,  I  did  not  use  the  word  in  the  sense  which  the 
AppellaAts  attributed  to  it  From  the  time  when  these  cases 
have  first  been  brought  forward,  the  difficulty  which  has 
now  arisen  has  been  present  in  my  mind.     It  struck  me, 
when  the  case  of  Evans  v.  Coventry  first  came  before  us 
upon  a  motion  for  a  receiver,  that  it  was  not  necessary  then 
to  consider  it,  there  being  a  sufficient  case  for  interference 
on  the  ground  of  breach  of  trust.     Whether  we  afterwards 
went  too  far  in  the  decree  in  that  case,  I  am  not  prepared 
to  say ;  but  so  far  as  my  recollection  serves  me,  our  inten- 
tion certainly  was  not  to  decide  anything   between  the 
pohcy-holders  and  the  general  creditors;  and  I  doubt, 
indeed,  whether  any  such   question  was  involved   in   the 
(a)  6  H.  L.  Cas.  401.  (6)  5  C.  B.,  N.  S.,  601. 
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Buit ;  but  however  this  may  be,  and  whether  the  cases  re- 
ferred to  were  rightly  or  wrongly  decided, — though  I  desire 
to  be  understood  as  not  meaning  to  cast  any  doubt  on  the 
right  of  a  Court  of  Equity  to  interfere  in  such  cases  as  the 
present,  where  there  has  been  waste  or  breach  of  trusty  I 
am  satisfied  that  there  is  no  lien  or  charge  created  by  the 
policies  in  this  casa" 

The  observations  I  have  read  seem  to  me  of  the  greatest 
importance  in  their  application  to  the  case  before  me. 
Here  the  terms  of  the  policy  extend  the  contract  a  trifle 
beyond  the  form  of  the  State  fire  policies^  because,  not 
only  are  the  assets  of  the  Company  to  be  liable  according 
to  the  deed,  but  the  directors  who  sign  the  policy  (not  the 
directors  for  the  time  being)  engage  in  effect  that  the 
assets  of  the  Company  shall  be  administered  according  to 
the  deed  ;  that  is,  that  the  fund  shall  be  kept  in  the  state 
in  which  it  ought  to  be  kept,  these  directors,  of  course, 
being  indemnified  by  the  Company.  Now  I  apprehend,  that 
under  these  stipulations  the  policy-holders  have  no  right  to 
meddle  with  anything,  wise  or  unwise,  which  the  Company 
may  do  in  accordance  with  the  deed.  For  example,  if  the 
Company  invest  in  a  hazardous  or  even  ruinous  security, 
the  policy-holders  are  not  entitled  to  interfera  It  would  be 
extremely  mischievous  to  allow  such  interference.  Still  the 
conduct  of  the  Company  might  reach  a  point  of  absolute 
waste  of  the  assets  in  contravention  of  the  provisions  of 
the  deed,  at  which  the  right  of  the  policy-holders  to  inter- 
vene might  be  considered  to  arise.  In  the  passage  I  have 
read,  the  Lord  Justice  Turner  makes  an  express  reservation 
of  such  a  contingency  ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  appeal  to  the 
decisions  at  Common  Law,  where  it  has  been  held  that  the 
Company  (in  such  a  case)  is  under  no  contract  to  continue 
its  business ;  because,  what  the  policy-holders  would  insist 
on,  would  only  be  that  if  the  business  were  discontinued,  they 
shall  either  be  paid,  or  else  the  fund  preserved  to  meet  their 
claims  when  they  might  arise.     'I'he  principle  on  which  the 
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Plaintiff's  case  is  founded  h^re  is,  that  the  fund  which 
held  out  to  him  as  his  security,  and  to  which  he  has 
himself  contributed,  shall  not  be  misapplied  contraiy  to  the 
provisions  of  the  deed.    He  says  that  he  comes  here  to 
prevent  a  waste  of  the  assets.    His  position  is  somewhat 
analogous  to  that  of  a  person  having  a  contingent  debt 
against  a  testator's  estate,  who  may  come  into  this  Court 
to  prevent  the  estate  being  paid  away  to  l^^atees,  or  wasted 
or  thrown  away  by  the  executors.    The  argument  for  the 
Company,  as  I  understand  it^  goes  this  length,  that  the 
policy-holder  is  simply  a  contingent  future  creditor  minus 
the  personal  remedy.     If  that  were  the  whole  of  the  con- 
tract, it  would  be  very  different  from  what  persons  who 
insured  in   the   Company  must   have  supposed      They 
could  not   have   imagined    that    it   was   to   be   in    the 
power  of  the  directors  or  the  Company  to  destroy  all 
their  interest  under  their  policies,  leaving  them  without 
redress    untU   their    policies    should    have    matured    by 
death.        I    certainly    do    not    think   that    this    is    the 
conclusion  to  be  drawn  from  the  terms  of  the  particular 
contract  which  I  have  to  consider  in  this  case.     In  my 
opinion  the  Plaintiff  did  acquire  under  that  contract  such 
a  species  of  interest  in  the  fund  as  would  entitle  him  to 
interfere  to  save  the  property  from  being  wasted  contrary 
to  the  provisions  of  the  deed. 


The  only  question  is,  whether  the  proposed  transfer  was 
contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed  ;  and  I  am  of  opinion 
that  it  clearly  was  so,  even  supposing  the  supplementary 
resolutions  to  be  valid  as  against  the  policy-holders.  The 
deed  gives  a  power  to  dissolve ;'  but  the  107th  clause  ex- 
pressly recognises  the  obligation  in  the  first  instance  to 
provide  for  existing  engagements,  and  directs  that  so  much 
only  of  the  funds  as  shall  not  be  required  for  this  purpose 
shall  be  distributed  among  the  proprietors.  Even  the 
resolution  A ,  which   purports  to  authorise  a  sale  of  the 
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business,  recognises  the  obligation  to  provide  for  existing 
liabilities  ;  and  it  seemed  to  me  that  under  that  restriction 
the  resolution  might,  perhaps,  be  considered  valid  as  a 
mode  of  winding  up.  It  was  argued,  indeed,  that,  the 
policy-holders  having  the  security  of  the  deed  that  no 
dissolution  shotild  take  place  without  the  previous  recom- 
mendation of  the  Board,  it  was  not  competent  for  a  general 
meeting  to  pass  such  a  resolution  as  this  under  the  powers 
of  clause  28.  I  am  not  quite  clear  as  to  this ;  for  the 
policy-holders  took  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  deed, 
including  this  28th  clause,  and  therefore  all  merely  direc- 
tory clauses  as  to  the  machinery  by  which  the  Company 
should  be  dissolved  may  possibly  fall  within  the  scope  of 
the  powers  given  by  this  clause.  But  it  is  not  necessary 
to  pursue  this  question  further,  because  it  is  one  thing  to 
vary  the  machinery  of  dissolution  and  quite  another  to 
create  a  new  power  of  altering  entirely  the  interest  of  the 
policy-holders  in  the  fund.  The  Plaintiff  having  the  right 
to  come  to  this  Court  to  stop  the  waste  of  the  assets,  it 
appears  to  me  that  the  stipulation  that  the  liabilities  of  the 
Company  shall  be  provided  for  out  of  the  funds  on  any 
dissolution,  is  one  which  cannot  be  disturbed  to  the  detri- 
ment of  any  policy-holder,  and  even  if  the  additional  reso* 
lotions  are  to  be  treated  as  valid,  it  is  to  be  observed  that 
they  do  not  purport  to  give  power  to  interfere  with  this 
stipulation. 


1864. 
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I  am  now  only  dealing  with  the  case  of  a  policy-holder ; 
and  if  the  Company  had  made  an  adequate  provision  for 
him  by  setting  aside  a  proper  fund  or  in  any  other  way, 
they  might  have  arranged  their  affairs  as  they  pleased,  so 
far  as  he  was  concerned.  But  they  made  no  provision  of 
the  kind.  Handing  over  the  whole  concern  to  another 
Company  having  extensive  engagements  of  its  own,  is  not 
making  provision  for  liabilities.  It  is  not  enough  that  they 
find  some  other  body  willing  to  undertake  their  engage- 
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ments.     What  is  required  is  some  provision  made  by  the 
Argua,  not  the  possibility  of  the  contract  being  carried  out 
by  the  Eagle.  ,  I  should,  therefore,  have  had  no  hesitation 
in  granting  an  injunction  to  restrain  this  transfer  if  it 
had  not  been  already  annulled ;  but  it  is  another  thing  to 
grant  a  perpetual  injunction  in  the  wide  terms  in  which  it 
is  asked  by  the  prayer  of  the  Bill     The  Bili  seeks  to  re- 
strain any  similar  agreement  or  arrangement ;  and  in  sap- 
port  of  this  it  is  urged  that  the  Company  say  that  they 
still  regard  a  transfer  of  some  kind  as  a  necessity.     There 
are  many  subjects  as  to  which  injunctions  may  be  granted 
where  general  words  of  this  description  would  be  perfectly 
intelligible,  as  for  example,  where  a  tenant  for  life  is  re- 
strained from  cutting  trees  of  a  particular  kind,  or  any 
other  timber  of  a  like  description.     But  in  a  case  like  this 
I  cannot  assume  that  the  Company  will  enter  into  any 
agreement,  contrary  to  law,  now  that  it  is  ascertained  what 
the  law  on  the  subject  is.     The  only  possible  form  in  which 
an  injunction  to  restrain  future  contracts  could  be  put  would 
be  to  restrain  the  Company  from  dealing  with  their  assets 
otherwise  than  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the  deed. 
But  this  would  be  doing  the  very  thing  which,  as  the  Lord 
Justice  Turner  says,  might  paralyze  the  Company  to  the 
prejudice  of  shareholders  and  policy-holders  alike.     It  is  of 
the  utmost  importance  that  policy-holders  should  not  be 
allowed  to  interfere  unnecessarily  with  the  management  of 
the  Company,  and  this  as  much  for  their  ovm  sakes  as  for 
that  of  the  shareholdera     This  seems  to  me  a  case  of  all 
others  where  a  policy-holder  ought  to  be  allowed  lo  come 
here  only  to  restrain  the  specific  injury  which  he  would 
suffer  from  a  threatened  diversion  of  the  funds  from  their 
proper  objects,  and  it  would  be  extremely  mischievous  to 
make  a  prospective  order  so  indefinite  as  an  injunction  to 
restrain  any  dealings  of  a  similar  character.     It  will  be 
enough  if  liberty  to  apply  is  given.     The  course  which  I 
shall  take  will  be  to  stay  proceedings  in  the  suit,  to  order 
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the  Defendantsas  Directors  of  the  Company  to  pay  the 
Plaintiff's  costs,  and  this  to  be  without  prejudice  to  the 
suit  of  Mr.  Barber's  clients,  or  to  the  interim  order  ob- 
tained therein.  The  Eagle  Company  were  in  my  opinion 
necessary  parties  ;  but  after  the  abandonment  of  the  agree- 
ment they  ought  to  have  been  dismissed.  They  ought  to 
pay  costs  up  to  that  time,  and  would  be  entitled  to  receive 
their  subsequent  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  and 
recovered  over,  and  they  may  have  the  option  of  taking 
the  costs  on  this  footing  or  of  being  dismissed  without 
costs. 


Aldbbbbt 
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SMITH  V.  ETCHES.— No.  2. 

Xn  this  case  (reported  ante,  p.  558),  the  record  had  been 
ordered  to  be  amended  by  making  Mrs.  Smith  sue  by  a  next 
friend.  This  had  now  been  done,  but  the  next  friend  was 
a  person  admittedly  unable  to  pay  costs.  It  also  appeared 
that  the  address  of  the  next  friend  had  been  given  as  of 
such  a  street^  without  stating  the  number ;  but  this  point 
was  not  pressed. 


Mr.  BoU,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  F,  Morris,  now  moved  that  the 
next  friend  should  give  security  for  costs: — 

They  referred  to  Pennvngton  v.  Alvm  (a),  Drman  v. 
Mannix  (b),  Stevens  v.  Williams  (c),  Evnd  v.  WhU- 
more  (d). 

Mr.  if.  Gadman  Jones  for  the  Plaintiff : — 

There  is  a  Plaintiff  on  the  record  who  is  personally  liable 


(a)  1  a  &  S.  264. 
(A)  2  C.  &  L.  87. 


(c)  1  Sim.  N.  S.  5f5. 
(lO  3  K.  &  J.  458! 


Jan.  29(A. 

Piradic0^S€- 
eMriijffor  CotU 
^Baron  and 
Femt—Effeet 
of  Co-pkuntiff. 

The  nile  that 
the  next  friend 
of  a  married 
woman  mast 
&ther  be  a  per- 
son of  sub- 
stance, or  gi?0 
aeonrity  for 
costs,  applies  to 
a  case  where 
the  husband  of 
the  married 
woman  (not 
haying  anysnb- 
stantial  in- 
terest) is  a  co- 
plaintiff.    And 
the  role,  that 
when  yon  have 
one  co-plaintiff 
personally 
liable  to  costs, 
yon  haTe  no 
right  to  se- 
curity as 
against  any 
other  co-plain- 
tifi;  does  not 
apply  to  inch  a 
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for  costa  It  is  without  precedent  to  order  one  of  aeyeral 
co-Plaintifib  to  give  security  for  costs :  and  in  a  case  where 
one  of  the  Flaintiflrs  was  out  of  the  jurisdiction,  such  an 
order  has  been  reused :   Watker  v.  Easterby  (a). 

The  husband  is  a  proper  co-Plaintiff,  this  not  being 
separate  estate:  Davia  v.  Prcmt  (6),  Meddowcroft  t. 
Campbdl  (c).  When  this  case  was  before  your  Honour 
on  a  former  occasion,  you  virtually  decided  that  that  was  so 
(sup.  p.  659). 

Mr.  RoU,  in  reply.— The  husband  has  no  right  to  be  on 
the  record  as  a  Plaintiff:  he  has  no  interest  whatever  in 
the  property.  In  all  the  cases  cited,  the  husband  had  a 
substantial  interest.  Tour  Honour's  attention  was  not 
drawn  to  this  point  on  the  former  occasion,  and  there  was 
in  fact  no  decision  on  the  point 


Feb,  Ui. 
JudgmenL 


Vice-chancellor  Sib  W*  Page  Wood  :— 

A  point  arises  on  the  present  motion,  which  does 
not  seem  to  have  been  the  subject  of  any  report, 
though  it  must  have  frequently  arisen  and  called  for  de- 
cision. This  is  a  £ill  by  a  bankrupt  husband  and  his  wife 
by  her  next  friend  against  the  mortgagees  of  the  Plain- 
tiff and  the  assignees  of  the  husband,  for  the  purpose  of 
redeeming  mortgaged  real  estate,  the  property  of  the 
wife^  but  not  settled  to  her  separate  use.  I  take  it  to  be 
proved,  that  this  next  fiiend  is  not  in  a  position  to  be 
responsible  for  costs :  there  is  an  affidavit  to  that  effect^ 
which  has  not  been  answered ;  and  it  is  not  disputed  that 
the  next  friend  of  a  married  woman,  supposing  her  to  be  sole 
Plaintiff,  must  be  solvent  and  able  to  answer  for  costs; 
though  this  is  not  required  of  the  next  friend  of  an  infemt; 
(d)  6  Ves.  612.  (ft)  7  Bcav.  288.  (c)  13  Id.  IW. 
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that  is  settled  by  Lord  8t  Leonards  in  the  case  of  Drinam,  1864. 
y.  Mannix,  and  also  in  the  case  in  Si/mona  Jk  Stuart  (a)  : 
and  it  is  not  displaced  by  the  rule  in  allowing  a  married 
woman  to  sue  in  form&  pauperis ;  indeed,  there  seems  to 
be  all  the  more  reason  for  maintaining  the  principle  since 
the  introduction  of  that  rule,  for  if  she  be  herself  solvent, 
she  will  be  able  to  get  a  solvent  next  friend  ;  if  not,  she 
can  sue  as  a  pauper.  But  then  the  motion  is  resisted  on 
this  ground : — ^it  is  said,  when  you  have  two  co-Plainti£b 
one  resident  vrithin,  and  the  other  beyond,  the  jurisdiction, 
you  are  not  entitled  to  security  for  costs,  because  you  have 
already  one  Plaintiff  personally  liable,  and  you  are  only 
entitled  to  the  personal  liability  of  one  Plaintiff.  Then, 
by  analogy,  it  is  argued  in  this  case,  you  have  the  husband 
as  a  oo-Plaintiff  who  is  personally  liable  for  costs,  and  there- 
fore you  are  not  entitled  to  any  security  from  the  next 
friend.  To  this  it  is  replied,  that  the  husband  really  has 
no  right  to  be  a  co-Plaintiff  at  all,  and  that  before  the 
change  in  the  practice  the  misjoinder  might  have  been 
pleaded  in  abatement ;  and  it  is  urged  that  such  misjoinder 
ought  not  to  have  any  operation  in  favour  of  the  Plaintifib. 

I  take  the  rule  of  practice  to  be  this :  if  the  husband 
has  such  an  interest  as  could  properly  support  a  suit,  sup- 
posing his  co-Plaintiff  to  be  any  ordinary  stranger,  then 
the  fact  that  his  wife  is  co-Plaintiff  by  her  next  friend 
constitutes  no  objection  to  his  maintaining  his  suit ;  but  he 
has  no  right  to  join  as  co-Plaintiff  when  he  has  no  interest, 
and  ought  not  to  be  a  party  at  all,  except  for  conformity. 

In  this  case  the  circumstances  are  singular :  when  the  case 
was  before  me  on  the  former  occasion,  I  decided  that  the 
husband  had  a  shadow  of  right,  such  as  to  render  it  not 
improper  that  the  suit  should  proceed,  he  being  a  party  on 
the  record ;  and  therefore  I  thought  that^  although  as  re- 
garded any  personal  enjoyment,  that  would  have  passed  to 
(a)  Pennington  v.  Alvin^  ubi.  sup. 
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1864.        his  assignees,  still  they  would  not  get  possession  at  once 
on  account  of  the  wife's  interest  in  equity,  and  the  right  of 
the  husband  in  the  interim  constituted  a  quasi  interest  in 
the  suit,  su£Scient  to  make  it  not  so  improper  that  he 
should  be  a  co-Plaintiff  as  to  enable  the  Defendants  to  rely 
on  that  circumstance  as  an  objection  to  the  frame  of  the 
suit :  still,  I  am  clear  that  he  never  could  have  maintained 
the  suit  alone :  there  was  just  enough  to  let  me  say  the 
Bill  ought  not  to  be  dismissed.    This  makes  the  case  very 
like  that  of  Dri/iuim  v.  Mannix  (a),  before    Lord    St 
Leonourds,  where  the  next  friend  of  a  married  woman  was 
required  to  give  security  for  costs,  though  he  was  also  next 
friend  of  infant  co-Plain  tiffs,  because  the  married  woman  could 
not  have  come  alone  without  a  solvent  next  friend:  indeed, 
that  case  seems  stronger  than  the  present  one,  because  this 
suit  is  in  substance  the  suit  of  the  wife,  and  the  estate  is 
sworn  to  be  an  insufficient  security  for  the  mortgage  :  (had 
that  not  been  so,  I  should  have  refused  the  motion,  leaving 
the  Defendant  to  indemnify  himself  out  of  his  security). 

[Mr.  Daniel. — The  affidavit  w^  found  in  Chambers  to 
be  insufficient ;  but  for  that  we  would  have  answered  it,  and 
denied  this  among  other  allegations  therein.] 

The  Vice-Chancellob. — The  case  has  now  been  argued 
here,  and  I  must  dispose  of  it  upon  the  materials  I  have; 
you  are  too  late,  after  judgment,  to  ask  for  time  to  file  a 
further  affidavit  There  must  be  the  usual  order  staying 
proceedings  till  security  for  costs  has  been  given. 

(a)  Ubisup. 
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BUTLIN  V.  ARNOLD. 

TN  this  case  the  solicitor  on  the  record  had  recently  taken 
holy  orders,  and  there  was,  therefore,  now  no  solicitor  on 
the  record,  and  it  was  impossible  to  proceed  without  ona 
Two  of  the  co-Plaintifis,  however,  refused  to  concur  in  the 
appointment  of  a  new  solicitor,  or  to  take  any  steps  what- 
ever in  the  cause,  although  frequently  applied  to  by  their 
co-Plain  tiffs  for^the  purpose. 


Mr.  JEddis,  on  behalf  of  the  Plaintifis  who  were  anxious 
to  go  on,  now  moved  for  leave,  under  these  circumstances,  to 
strike  out  the  names  of  the  refusing  parties  as  Plaintiffii, 
and  to  make  them  Defendants. 

Mr.  De  Oex,  for  the  Defendants,  opposed  the  motion : — 

The  only  reported  case  upon  the  point  is  Wedderbum  v. 
Wedderbum  (a),  where  a  similar  motion  was  refused  with 
costs. 


1864 

March  lOih, 

Practice  —  Co- 
pJaintiff—  Con- 
duct o/ Cause, 

When  one  of 
two  co-plain- 
tiffs  refnses  to 
concnr  iu  the 
eppointmeDt  of 
a  solicitor, 
there  being  no 
solicitor  on  the 
record,  the 
proper  coarse 
ifl  for  the  re- 
maining Plain- 
tiff to  applj  in 
chambers  for 
the  sole  con- 
dact  of  the 
canstf  on  a 
summons  taken 
out  in  person 
against  the 
refasing  Plain- 
tiff only;  and  a 
motion  to  strike 
ont  the  name 
of  the  refasing 
party  as  Plain- 
tiff   and   make 
him  a  Defen- 
dant will  be 
refused. 


The  ViCE-CHANClfiLLOB  said,  that  he  could  not  strike  out 
the  name  of  a  Plaintiff,  so  as  to  deprive  the  Defendants  of 
theii  possible  right  to  costs  against  him ;  but  he  thought 
that  the  proper  course  for  Mr.  Eddies  clients  to  take  was, 
to  take  out  a  summons  in  Chambers,  assuming  to  be  acting 
in  person,  and  asking  that  they  should  have  the  sole  con- 
duct of  the  cause ;  that  summons  must  be  served  on  the 
refusing  Plaintiffii,  but  need  not  be  served  on  the  De- 
fendants. If  the  refusing  Plaintifis  did  not  thereupon 
take  some  step,  there  would  be  no  difficulty  in  making 
an  order  in  Chambers  which  would  enable  the  remaining 
Plaintiffs  to  go  on  with  the  cause, 
(a)  17  Beav.  158. 
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1864. 

.^"'TTr'.p  The  solicitors  and  general  life  assur- 

March  15-18.  

Iniurance--  ANCE  SOCIETY  (RSQISTEBBa))  V.  LAMR 

Suicide — At- 

iigiuKtiU  of       ^^ 

Policy,  UN  the  7tb  of  September,  1853,  Frederick  Lamb,  kte 
^^r^a^""^^  of  March,  in  the  Isle  of  My,  farmer  and  grazier,  de- 
coDtaioB  the .     ceased,  effected  with  the  Plainti£b*  Company  a  policy  of 

usnal  condition,  ,  . 

that  it  ahaii  bo  assmunce  on  bis  own  life  for  the  snm  of  £1000. 

Toid  in  caao  tho 

hiT^  buid^  The  policy  contained  (among  other  conditions  indorsed 
••oxoopt  to  the   thereon),  the  following  condition  : — 

interest  as- 

qoized therein  4.  ''That  if  any  person  who  has  assnred  his  own  life 
s^gnment  f^  ^^^  ^^®  ^7  duelling  or  by  his  own  act,  whether  felonious 
rid'^^ti*  ^'d  ^'  ^^*»  ^'  ^^  *^®  hands  of  justice,  this  policy  shall  become 
the  aamred  void,  except  to  the  extent  of  any  interest  acquired  therein 
polioy  along  by  actual  assignment  by  deed  for  valuable  consideration,  or 
per^^^Sam  as  Security  or  indemnity,  or  by  virtue  of  any  l^al  or 
£"  totlrij**"  equitable  lien  as  security  for  money,  upon  satisfactoiy  proof 
of  the  mort-  to  the  Board  of  Directors  of  the  existence  and  extent  of 
bStezoMding '  such  interest.  But,  in  case  the  assured  continue  to  be  the 
^^h^^  holder  of  the  policy  up  to  the  time  of  his  decease,  the 
poUoy,  and       Directors  may,  if  they  think  fit,  pay  or  allow  for  the  benefit 

afterwaraa  diee  •• 

by  his  own  of  his  femily  any' sum  not  exceeding  the  amount  the 
niSMiyl,**\he^  society  would  have  paid  to  the  assured  for  the  purchase  of 
CompanyhaTe   j^jg  interest  in  the  policy  on  the  day  of  his  death.** 

no    equity  *        * 

against  either 

the  property         On  the  23rd  of  September,  1853,  Lamb  assigned  this 

ti^mortgi^or  policy,  together  with  other  property,  to  one  Eidgtoay,  by 

£e  alewi'     ^^7  ^^  mortgage,  to  secure  the  repayment  of  £7000,  and 

TheprinoSple  interest. 

of  marshalling 

not  apply  to  On  the  29th  of  December,  1853,  La/mh  effected  a  similar 
^^the.^  policy  with  the  Plaintiffs'  Company  for  £600. 

and  the  Com- 
pany do  not        On  the  28th  of  November,  1854,  Lamb  mortgaged  this 
stand  in  the 

reiatiTe  posi-    policy  also  to  Ridgwoy ;  and  by  the  mortgage  deed  then 

tionofprmdpal 
and  surety. 

5im6b.*— that  if  the  mortgagor's  rspresentatire  bad  redeemed  the  mortgage  aliunde,  he 
would  be  entitled  to  recoyer  on  the  policy  for  the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor's  estate. 
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executed,  all  the  aecurities  comprised  in  both  mortgages        ^8M. 
were  made  one  consolidated  security  for  the  repayment  of    Tbb  Souci- 
the  said  sum  of  JB7000  and  a  further  advance  of  jglOOO  J^Sp^'Jt" 
and  interest  suiuhcb  So- 

OIMY    (ReoM- 

tbebd} 

Subsequent  deeds  of  further  chaiges  were  duly  executed  v. 

by  Lcmib  in  favour  of  Ridgvxiy  and  persons  named  Wire         ' 

<fe  Dawbam  ;  and  the  result  of  all  the  mortgages  was,  that  Statement. 
these  policies,  together  with  other  property  of  considerable 
value,  were  charged  with  £8700  and  interest  in  &vour  of 
Ridgiuay,  and  were  also  liable  to  Wire  ^  Dawbam  as 
an  indemnity  against  any  loss  which  they  might  sustain  in 
respect  of  a  certain  promissory  note  for  ^200,  given  by 
them  and  Lamb  to  the  Ifational  Provincial  Ba/nk  of 
England,  in  which  they  had  joined  as  sureties  only. 

On  the  8th  of  February,  1861,  Lamb  committed  suicide 
during  a  fit  of  temporary  insanity ;  the  Defendant  was 
his  residuary  legatee  and  sole  executrix. 

Messrs.  Wire  ^  Dawbaam,  on  behalf  of  the  mortgagee 
Ridgway,  brought  an  action  on  the  policies  in  the  name  of 
the  Defendant  against  the  Company,  to  which  the  Company 
pleaded  the  suicide,  and  the  Plaintiff  replied  by  setting  up 
the  mortgages. 

Thereupon,  Messrs.  Oalsworthy,  the  solicitors  of  the 
Company,  wrote  and  sent  to  Wire  Jk  Dawbam  the  follow- 
ing letter : — 

"  12,  Old  Jewry  Charnhere,  Old  Jewry,  E.G. 
•'80th  April,  1862. 
Solicitors'  Office  ats.  Larrib  Executrix. 
**  Deab  Sibs. — In  this  case  our  clients  conceive,  that  inas- 
much as  the  assured  died  by  his  own  act  the  policies  are 
void  except  to  the  extent  of  any  interest  acquired  by 
assignment ;  but  that  they  are  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
any  such  assignment  if  other  property  be  included  therein. 
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1864. 

Ths  Solici- 
tous &  Gbxb- 
RAL  Life  As< 

8CRAMCB   SO- 

ciKTT  (Regis- 
tered) 

V. 


Statement. 


"The  securities  referred  to  in  the  replication  included 
property  of  very  considerable  amount  in  addition  to  the 
policies,  and  it  is  intended  by  the  Society  to  have   the 
questions  decided  by  a  Bill  in  Equity,  to  which  all  neces- 
sary persons  will  be  parties;  but  these  proceedings  will 
necessarily  occupy  time,  and  it  is  not  the  wish  or  intention 
of  our  clients  to  keep  the  mortgagees  out  of  the  moneys 
claimed  upon  the  policies  until  the  questions  are  deter- 
mined, but  merely  to  take  measures  that,  subject  to  the 
mortgage  securities,  our  clients  may  stand,  as  agaiqst  the 
surplus  of  such  securities  and  other  the  real  and  personal 
estate  of  the  late  Mr.  La/mh,  to  the  extent  of  the  policy 
moneys,  in  place   of  the  mortgagees.      Our  clients  are 
therefore  quite  willing,  with  the  concurrence  of  the  PlaintiflT 
in  this  action,  at  once  to  pay  to  the  mortgagees  referred  to 
in  the  replication  the  amount  of  the  policy  moneys  towards 
the  discharge   of   the  mortgages,  and  if  that  offer  be 
accepted,  we  must  request  the  mortgagees  not  to  hand  over 
or  otherwise  part  with  the  securities  or  either  of  them,  or 
any  of  the  title  deeds  or  documents  relating  to  the  pro- 
perty included  in  their  securities,  to  the  real  or  personal 
representatives  of  the  late  Mr.  Lamb  until  the  questions 
at  issue  are  disposed  of.     We  should  be  glad  to  be  in- 
formed of  the  amount  that  will  be  due  on  the  securities 
when  the  policies  are  paid,  and  also  the  nature  and  value 
of  the  property  (other  than  the  policies)  comprised  in  the 
mortgagea     We  address  this  to  you  as  you  appear  to  be 
concerned  for  the  Plaintiff  and  the  mortgagees,  and  the 
offer  here  made,  if  accepted,  will  we  presume  put  an  end 
to  the  action ;  but  of  course  it  is  made  without  prejudice 
to  any  proceedings  we  may  take  for  determining  the  rights 
of  the  parties  in  equity." 

"  We  are,  Dear  Sirs,  yours  faithfully, 

"J.  &  W.  Qai^worthy. 


Messra  Wire  /•  Dawbam,** 
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In  reply  to  this  letter  the  Defendants'  solicitors  wrote  as         1864. 

TOBS  &  GbnB- 

"  March,  June  2nd,  1862.  »al  Lot  As- 

^*  Lcmb  Executrix  v.  Sotidtora  and  Gerveral  Aaaura/noe  ciktt  (Regi»- 

0#06.  '",""> 

'*  Dear  Sirs, — A  press  of  parliamentary  and  other  urgent  ^-^xb, 
business  has  prevented  our  replying  to  yours  of  the  SOth  Staiem^ta, 
April  until  now.  The  mortgagee  will  not  object  to  receive 
the  money,  nor  will  the  FlaintifiP  object  to  his  doing  so ; 
but  we  cannot  advise  either  of  these  parties  to  enter  into 
any  fresh  agreement  by  which  their  equitable  position  or 
rights  may  be  altered,  and  therefore  the  most  we  can  do  is 
to  advise  the  mortgagee  to  hold  the  title-deeds  until  his 
principal  and  interest  are  paid.  How  can  he  insist  upon 
holding  the  deeds  until  the  questions  at  issue  are  de- 
termined, or  prevent  the  mortgagor  [in  the  Bill  inaccu- 
rately printed  mortgagee]  from  redeeming  ?  We  receive 
yours,  as  you  will  accept  this,  without  prejudice, 

And  are  yours  truly. 

Wire  &  Dawbarn. 

Messrs.  /.  <fe  W.  Gahworthy. 

On  the  26th  of  August,  1862,  the  Company  paid  Ridg- 
way  the  sums  due  on  the  policies.  This  payment  was 
made  with  the  privity  and  consent  of  the  Defendant  and 
Wire  j*  Dawbarn,  Under  these  circumstances  the 
Plaintiffij  claimed: — 

1.  That,  subject  to  the  principal  and  interest  still  due  to 
Ridgway  in  respect  of  his  mortgage  (and  to  Wire  & 
DawbarUf  if  anything),  they  are  entitled  to  a  charge  upon 
all  the  other  property  comprised  in  the  securities,  to  the 
amount  of  the  policy  moneys,  and  interest  at  four  per 
cent  from  the  26th  of  August,  1862. 

2.  If  not  so  entitled,  then  that  the  mortgage  debts 
should  be  apportioned  upon  all  the  securities,  and  that  they 
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1864.        ought  to  have  a  charge  on  all  the  other  mortgaged  pre- 
The  Solici.    miaes  for  the  sums,  &a,  to  be  apportioned  upon  them. 

TOBB  &  GbNB- 

"iuallJcB  i^'  3.  That  whatever  sum  they  were  entitled  to  should  be 
czsTT  (Rkou-  raised  by  a  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises ;  and  if  such 
premises  were  insufficient,  then  that  they  should  stand  as 
creditors  against  the  general  estate  of  Lamb  in  respect  of 
the  deficiency. 


SiateaunL 


Argument  Mr.  Holt,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Surrage,  for  the  Plaintifl&  : — 

The  object  of  the  conditiou  was,  that  the  insurer  should 
have  no  interest  in  case  of  suicide ;  but  as  that  would 
render  any  policy  unmarketable,  it  is  provided  that  an 
assignee  should  be  indemnified  to  the  extent  of  his  interest^ 
ae  it  stands  vn  a  Cowrt  of  Equity. 

The  case  does  not  seem  to  have  arisen,  because  cases  of 
suicide  are  generally  also  cases  of  insolvency ;  but  the  prin- 
ciples of  equity  give  us  a  right  to  stand  in  the  shoes  of  the 
mortgagor,  whose  policy  has  become  void  as  between  him- 
self and  us :  Cook  v.  Black  (a). 

The  case  is  like  a  mortgage  of  Blackacre  and  Wkiteacre 
to  secure  A,'s  debt,  A.  having  no  right  in  Blackacre  except 
for  this  specific  purposa  If  the  mortgagee  choose  to  realise 
his  security  out  of  Blackacre^  the  owner  of  that  property 
would  have  a  right  to  be  indemnified  out  of  Wkiteacre. 

Mr.  Oiffard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Morgan  for  the  Defendants : — 

This  is  not  a  contract  of  indemnity.  A  specific  sum  is 
contracted  to  be  paid  on  certsdn  conditions,  with  a  defea- 
zance  of  the  bond  in  a  certain  event,  namely,  the  death  of 
the  assured  by  suicide  without  having  assigned  the  policy, 
which  has  not  happened:  Daiby  v.  India  amd  London 

(a)  1  Hare,  390. 


9. 

Lamb. 
Argttmefii, 
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Aaau/ranoe    Company   (a),    Law  v.    Indisputable  Life         i864. 
Policy  Company  (b) ;  Fawrvtleroy's  case  (c),  which  after-    trb  souct. 
wards  went  to  the   House   of  Lords,  turned  eventually  JJ^^  *pg*J^Jl 
on  questions  of  public   policy ;    the    House  thought    it    srRANCB  So- 
improper  that  any  one  should  have  a  benefit  by  the  ex-        tbrbd)''^ 
ecution  of  a  felon.     Ti^at  is  not  applicable  to  this  case,  for 
the  death  has  bef  n  found  not  to  be  felonious.     We  do  not 
say  what  might  be  the  result  if  there  was  any  fraud  in 
the  case,  but. none  is  suggested;  and  such  suggestion^  if 
made,  would  have  been  groundless. 

Suppose  the  assured  had  sold  the  policy  out  and  out,  and 
this  suicide  had  tf^en  place  next  day^  could  the  Company 
have  followed  the  purchase-money  into  the  hands  of  his 
representatives  T  Or  suppose  the  mortgagee  had  sold  under 
his  power  of  sale,  and  paid  the  surplus  of  the  purchase* 
moneys  to  the  assured,  who  had  afterwards  committed 
suicide,  could  the  Company  liave  filed  a  Bill  for  the  pur. 
pose  of  having  his  assets  marshalled  in  their  favour  ?  Or 
again,  if  the  mortgagee  had  so  sold  after  the  suicide,  could 
they  have  maintained  a  suit  to  prevent  him  from  paying 
the  surplus  over  to  the  representatives  of  his  mortgagor. 

The  Vict-Chancellor. — Suppose  you  had  redeemed 
the  mortgage,  could  you  have  recovered  on  the  policy  ? 

Mr.  Oiffard, — Yes,  if  the  redemption  took  place  after 
the  death  of  the  assured. 

There  is  no  element  of  principal  and  surety  in  this  case. 
It  is  simply  an  exception,  partly  for  the  benefit  of  third 
parties,  and  partly  for  the  advantage  of  the  assured,  out  of 
the  general  condition  defeating  the  policy.  The  case  of 
Cook  V.  Black,  which  was  cited  for  the  Plaiutifis,  shews 
that  the  primary  object  of  the  clause  in  question  is  to 
make  the  policy  marketable,  which  it  would  not  be  if  it 

(a)  2  Sm.  L,  C.  213  ;  8.  c.  15  C.  B.  365.  (6)  1  K.  &  J.  223. 

(c)  BoUand  v.  Disney^  3  Rase.  351 :  reversed  in  Dom.  Proc  2  Dow, 
&  CI.  I. 

VOL.  I.  B  B  B 
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1864.        waft  defeasible  onder  dteumBtancee  within  the  power  of 
Thb  SoLfoi-   the  aasigiiori  over  which  the  assignee  would   have  no 

TOM  &  GbNS-    -^-vi.-«^l 

balLifbAs-    control 

0EWf"(RBaii-       ^^  ^  *  ^®ro  question  of  the  construction  of  this  con- 
TBRBD)       tracts  and  it  is  to  be  construed  most  strongly  against  the 
Lamd.       grantors  :  Dufaur  v.  ProfesBumcd  Life  Assurance  Cam- 
Argummu,     pauy  (a),  Notman  v.  Anclior  Insurance  Company  (6). 

The  Vicr-Chancellob. — What  is  meant  by  "  to  the 
exterd  of  any  interest  acquired  therein  ? "  What  do  you 
say  is  the  measure  of  the  extent  of  the  interest  ? 

Mr.  Morgan. — The  amount  secured  by  the  mortgage. 
If  that  exceeds  the  amount  payable  on  the  policy,  then  the 
interest  is  in  the  whole ;  but  if  not^  then  the  Company  are 
to  pay  off  the  mortgage  and  nothing  mora 

This  Bill  is  simply  an  attempt  to  create  a  new  sort  of 
marshalling. 

Mr.  Rolt  in  reply : — 

There  is  no  contract  on  the  part  of  the  Company  to  pay 
the  assignee.  The  contract  b  with  the  assured :  **  We 
yrill  pay  you  if  you  don't  commit  suicide,  Sco. ;  and  if 
you  do,  though  the  contract  as  between  us  is  to  be  void' 
still  we  will  act  upon  it,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  to 
enable  you  to  carry  out  engagements  made  with  third 
parties  for  value  in  respect  thereof" 

The  Defendants  are  placed  in  this  dilemma :  Supposing 
the  mortgagee  to  have  elected  to  enforce  his  security 
upon  the  real  estate,  leaving  this  policy  untouched  ;  then, 
on  the  supposition  that  they  are  right,  either  the  Defend- 
ants would  have  been  entitled  to  recover  against  us  for  the 
benefit  of  the  suicide's  estate,  contrary  to  the  contract; 
or,  the  mutual  rights  of  the  parties  to  this  contract  would 
have  been  variable  at  the  arbitrary  will  of  a  stranger,  which 
is  absurd. 

(a)  25  Beav.  599.  (6)  4  Jur.  N.  S.  712. 
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Vick-Chincellob  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  :— 

The  qxiestion  raised  in  this  case  is  one  ^hich  has  not 
been  distinctly  determined  heretofore.  The  circumstances 
are  as  follows  : — 

A  policy  of  assurance  was  effected  by  the  Defendant's 
testator  with  the  Flaintiffiij  containing  the  following  condi- 
tion as  part  of  the  terms  on  which  it  was  granted.  [His 
Honour  read  it:  see  ante,. p.  716.]  This  policy  (along 
with  another^  in  respect  to  which  the  circumstances  are 
precisely  similar,)  has  been  twice  mortgaged ;  but  it  is 
only  necessary  to  consider  one  of  these  mortgages, — that  to 
Ridgwayy — as  the  liability  upon  the  other  has  been  satisfied. 
Ridgway*8  was  a  mortgage  for  jPSOGO,  the  whole  amount 
secured  by  the  policies  being  ^I 500  merely ;  but  his  security 
also  comprised  a  much  larger  property  of  Lamb's ;  and  I 
take  it  to  be  admitted,  for  the  purposes  of  this  suit,  that 
the  security  is  ample  and  will  yield  a  surplus. 

After  the  death  of  the  assured,  an  action  was  brought  on 
the  policy,  in  the  name,  of  course,  of  his  representative,  but 
at  the  instance  of  the  mortgagee  ;  and  then  the  Company, 
seeing  that  it  was  obvious  that  they  had  no  legal  defence  to 
the  action,  caused  the  following  letter  to  be  written  :  [His 
Honour  read  the  letter  of  Messrs.  Galsworthy,  supra,  p.  717.] 
To  this  letter  the  following  reply  was  sent :  [His  Honour 
read  it,  see  supra,  p.  719.]  It  is  somewhat  important  to  read 
both  these  letters,  because  there  was  some  sort  of  attempt 
to  set  up  an  agreement  on  the  part  of  the  mortgagee  to 
the  course  suggested  by  the  Company ;  but  in  fact  there 
was  no  agreement  of  any  kind,  the  Defendants  merely 
say,  "  pay  the  money,  and  of  course  the  action  will  stop:  you 
must  take  your  own  course  as  to  that:"  and  accordingly 
they  did  take  their  own  course,  and  paid  the  money  with  the 
knowledge  and  concurrence  of  all  parties. 

In  this  state  of  things  two  questions  arise  : — 
B  B  B  2 


1864 
Th«  Soucfi- 

TOR8  &   OeNS- 
BAL    LiPB  AB- 

sinuirci  So- 
ciKTT  (Regis- 

TBR1SI>) 
V, 

Lamb. 

mOTCh  8m« 

Judnmemt, 
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1864.  First.  What  would  be  the  position  of  the  parties  on  the 

Tab  Soua-    supposition  that  nothing  had  been  done  since  the  commenoe- 
^i!Slifk  Aik   ^^J^^  of  the  action? 

SUBAHCB  SO- 

^"^^r""       Secondly.  How  far  has  that  position  been  affected  by 

,  V-  what  has  since  taken  place  7 

Lamb.  '^ 

Judgmenu  rj^-j^jg  gjjj  j^^  y^^^  ^^^  f^^  ^j^^  purpose  of  asserting  a 

claim  of  this  nature :  [His  Honour  read  the  claim  set  up 
by  the  prayer  of  the  Bill,  see  supra^  p.  719.] 

It  is  impossible  to  consider  the  first  part  of  this  case  apart 
from  the  second,  which  seems  to  throw  considerable  light 
upon  it ;  for  I  think  that  the  Plaintiffs  cannot  sustain  their 
claim  to  marshal  the  security  against  the  iportgagor,  unless 
they  would  also  be  entitled  to  recover  against  his  personal 
assets  eyerything  which  they  might  have  to  pay  to  the 
mortgagee. 

This  case  tnms  on  the  express  terms  of  the  contract 
between  the  partiea  The  policy  is  to  be  void  except  under 
certain  circumstances  and  to  a  certain  extent  Then  it 
must  be  proved  what  that  extent  is,  and  be  ascertained 
what  is  the  exact  amount  assured,  i.  e.  what  is  the  value  of 
the  bond. 

The  condition  says,  that  if  the  bond  be  in  the  hands  of 
an  assignee  for  value,  it  is  to  be  valid  for  its  whole  amount ; 
but  if  of  a  mortgagee,  then  only  to  the  extent  of  the  interest 
of  the  mortgagee  :  and  the  object  of  this  exception  out  of 
the  operation  of  the  clause  for  avoiding  the  bond  forms  an 
important  element  in  the  answer  to  this  question.  Was  it 
an  exception  in  favour  of  the  mortgagee  merely,  or  was  it 
intended  for  the  benefit  of  the  assured  ?  The  judgment  of 
Vice-Chanoellor  Wigram  in  the  case  cited  at  the  bar,  seems 
to  settle  this  point.  He  says  (p.  893), "  the  meaning  of  the 
condition  '*  (a  condition  not  precisely  similar  to  the  present. 
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bat  somewhat  more  favourable  to  the  oontention  of  the  Plain-        1864. 
tiffl,)  "  is  that  the  assured  shall  have  the  power  of  assign-    thb  Souoi- 
ing  the  policy  so  effectually,  that  a  person  advancing  money  ™^i5ra  "as^ 
upon  it  shall  retain  his  security  unimpaired,  notwithstanding    •''"^J'?  ^^ 
the  assured  might  commit  suicide ;  and  by  this  condition        tbhbd) 
the  policy  is  rendered  more  valuable  as  a  negotiable  secu-        hkUB. 
rity."    The  object,  therefore,  is  to  increase  the  value  of  the      /^Z^mt 
policy  to  the  holder,  i,  e.  in  the  first  place,  to  the  assured. 
And  if  that  be  so,  I  do  not  see  how  I  can  hold  that,  in  the 
absence  of  fraud,  the  estate  of  the  assured  is  to  be  deprived 
of  the  benefit  intended  to  be  given  him  by  the  exception, 
merely  because  the  mortgagee  happens  to  be  fully  secured. 

Suppose  this  had  been  a  complete  assignment  of  the  whole 
policy;  in  that  case  it  is  admitted  that  there  would  have  been 
no  equity  to  recover  the  purchase  money  from  the  estate  of 
the  assured  :  or  suppose  it  mortgaged  to  its  full  value, 
which  might  happen  in  a  variety  of  ways,  with  or  without 
an  accompanying  covenant  to  pay  principal  and  interest^ 
is  it  to  be  left  in  the  power  of  the  mortgagee  to  determine 
whether  it  is  or  not  to  become  void  T 

But  then  an  equity  of  this  description  is  relied  on :  The 
Company  say, ''  True,  this  is  a  good  policy  in  the  hands  of 
the  mortgagee ;  but  he  must  be  thrown  in  the  first  instance 
upon  the  covenant  of  the  mortgagor  or  his  common  law 
right  as  a  creditor  (as  the  case  may  be),  and  can  only  touch 
the  policy  when  his  other  remedies  are  exhausted.  This 
amounts  to  a  claim  of  right  to  recover  back  from  the  assured 
anything  which  might  be  paid  to  the  mortgagee. 

Bat  how  is  that  consistent  with  the  benefit  to  the 
mortgagor,  which  is  contemplated  by  this  exception  f  He 
has  no  anticipation  of  the  calamity  which  is  about  to  befall 
him,  (for  I  of  course  exclude  the  case  of  fraud,)  and  he  is 
entitled  to  consider  that  he  has  provided  for  this  debt,  and 
to  make  all  his  arrangements  accordingly;  but  if  this  debt 
be  afterwards  thrown  upon   his  estate,  as  the  Company 
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1864.  conteDd  it  ought  to  be,  all  his  plans  are  defeated,  and  it 

Thb  Solici-  would  be  impoesible  for  any  person  prudently  to  take  each 

^L^  Lifb"a^  policies  into  account  when  settling  his  affairs ;  and  yet  they 

*"*^^?R^*  not  unfrequently  form  a  large  part  of  his  property. 

T£BBD) 

V.  The  next  stage  is  the  exact  case  before  the  Court ;  where 

the  policy  is  holden  along  with  other  securities,  and    you 

'^'"^iP'^'^*  have  to  arrive,  in  the  construction  of  the  contract^  at  the 
extent  of  interest  acquired  by  the  security.  Prim^  fisuae 
the  mortgagee  has  acquired  the  whole  interest ;  but  then 
you  have  to  determine  what  is  the  extent  to  which  the  bond 
stands  good ;  and  to  do  this  you  must  look  at  the  circom* 
stances  as  they  stood  at  the  time  of  the  death,  and  I  do  not 
think  that  anything  which  might  happen  after  that  time 
would  materially  affect  the  position  of  the  parties. 

If  this  were  to  be  looked  upon  as  a  case  of  suretyship  the 
result  would  be  very  different ;  because  then  the  Company, 
as  sureties,  would,  upon  payment  of  the  debt^  be  entitled 
to  a  transfer  of  the  securities ;  but  I  do  not  take  that  view 
of  the  rights  of  the  parties.  The  Company  are  not  sureties 
for  the  mortgagor,  but  principal  debtors,  the  extent  of 
whose  liability  is  to  be  determined  by  the  terms  of  this 
contract  It  is  admitted,  that  they  would  be  ao  if  the 
policy  were  mortgaged  to  its  full  amount.  Can  it  then 
affect  the  question,  that  it  is  pledged  eith^  for  a  sum  less 
than  its  full  amount,  or,  as  here,  along  with  other  pro- 
perty, as  part  of  one  entire  security  ?  In  each  and  all  of 
these  cases  the  mortgagor  is  entitled  to  calculate  upon  the 
surplus  (if  any)  as  part  of  his  assets,  and  to  treat  the  rest 
of  his  estate  as  unaffected  by  the  debt 

This  view  gets  rid  of  a  consideration  which  at  first  sight 
presented  a  considerable  difficulty :  namely,  that  to  hold  the 
Plaintiffs  to  be  wrong,  would  have  the  effect  of  making  it 
depend  upon  the  arbitrary  will  of  the  mortf^ee  whether 
the  bond  should  be  void  or  not :  because  it  was  said,  if  the 
mortgagee  was  to  realise  the  rest  of  his  security,  or  to 
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recover  his  debt  from  the  mortgagor's  estate,  leayiog  the         i^ 
policy  untouched,  the  condition  would  prevent  the  mort*    Thb  Sougl 
gagor's  representative  from  recovering  anything  on  the  ^^^  ^,,2  ^J 
policy.   But  I  do  not  think  that  the  Court  is  placed  in  any  ^^^^^i^^^ 
such  dilemma :  I  think  you  must  consider  the  whole  matter        tsrkd) 
as  settled  at  the  expiration  of  the  three  months  from  proof  of       umb. 
death  which  is  fixed  by  the  bond  itself  for  the  payment  of     j^JIZni. 
the  claim  ;  at  that  moment  the  policy  is  either  good  or  bad^ 
and  if  bad,  either  in  toto  or  to  a  certain  limited  extent; 
and  whatever  may  be  its  state  then  remains  fixed,  and 
the  amount  (if  anything)  remains  payable,  whatever  may 
thereafter  take  place. 

It  was  pressed  upon  me  that  this  question  was  virtually 
governed  by  the  case  before  Vice-Chancellor  Wigram  (a), 
and  I  have  therefore  now  to  deal  with  that  case.  That  was 
a  case  which  at  first  sight  was  very  similar  to  the  present ; 
but  upon  a  little  examination  it  appears  that  there  was  a 
very  important  distinction  not  only  in  the  words  of  the  con- 
dition attached  to  the  policy  there  in  question,  but  also  in 
the  manner  in  which  the  matter  was  brought  before  the 
Court 

The  words  in  that  case  were,  "  If  the  person  assured 
commit  suicide,  and  the  policy  shall  have  been  assigned  to 
any  person  or  persons  having  a  bonft  fide  interest  in  his  life 
to  the  extent  of  the  sum  assured,  the  full  amount  will  be 
paid  to  the  party  or  parties  so  interested  ;  if  the  interest  be 
less  than  the  sum  assured,  the  party  or  parties  will  be  in- 
demnified to  the  full  extent  of  such  interest  The  word 
there  is  *  indemnified,'  which  points  more  to  a  mere  contract 
of  indemnity  or  suretyship  than  the  words  in  the  case 
before  me,  where  you  have  a  bond  which  is  to  be  good  alto- 
gether, or  to  a  certain  extent^  according  to  circumstances^ 
and  which,  if  once  whoUy  or  partially  void,  must  remain  so, 
so  soon  as  you  have  determined  to  what  extent  (if  at  all)  it 
18  valid. 

(a)  Cook  V.  Black,  ubi  sup. 
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1864.  Moreover,  the  question  which  was  raised  in  that 

ThbSolici    ^^  '^^^  difiPerent  from  the  present :  an  equitable  assignee 
^  ^F^^As"  of  the  policy  filed  a  Bill  against  the  Company  to  have  it 
8URAMCB  So-    declared  that  his  assignment  was  good,  and  to  get   the 
TEBso)       benefit  of  the  indemnity  provided  by  the  condition  in  ques- 
lImb.        *^°^  J  *^®  Company  said :  **  You  must  shew  what  it  is  that 
' —         you  are  to  be  indemnified  against^"  and  therefore  they  had 
a  right  to  an  account  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaiaing  the 
amount  of  the  Plaintifif's  loss,  and,  of  course,  a  right  to 
shew  what  other  securities  he  held  which  would  be  ap- 
plicable in  diminution  of  that  loss. 

Then  comes  the  second  point :  Supposing  the  Plaintiflb 
to  be  right  on  the  first  question,  I  think  their  subsequent 
course  of  conduct  has  placed  great  difficulties  in  their  way. 
They  ought  to  have  said  to  the  Defendant,  '^You  are 
suing  upon  a  bond  which  is  void  except  to  a  certain 
limited  extent,  namely,  as  &r  as  the  mortgagee  is  inter- 
ested, and  it  is  for  you  to  make  out  what  the  extent  of  that 
interest  is ;"  and  they  might  then  have  contended  at  law 
that  such  interest  was  limited  to  the  deficiency  (if  any)  of 
the  other  securities.  Or  if  it  be  replied,  that  a  Court  of  law 
would  look  only  at  the  antount  fixed  by  the  bond  on  its 
face,  without  discussing  the  equities  arising  out  of  the  hci 
that  there  were  other  securities  included  in  the  mortgage, 
then  the  proper  course  would  have  been  to  have  filed  a  Bill 
either  on  the  footing  of  suretyship  to  redeem  the  mortgage^ 
or,  if  they  could,  to  have  a  sale  of  the  securities,  and  to 
restrain  the  action  at  law  until  the  other  securities  had 
been  realised :  instead  of  which  the  Company  have  paid 
the  amount  due  on  the  policy.  It  is  said,  they  paid  on  the 
terms  contained  in  the  letters  winch  I  have  read.  That  is 
so ;  but  I  do  not  think  that  the  letters  amount  to  more 
than  an  ofier  on  the  one  hand  to  pay  the  full  amount 
without  prejudice  to  any  right  they  might  have;  and 
an  answer  to  the  efiect  that  the  mortgagee  had  no  olgec^ 
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tioD  to  receive  his  money,  and  that  the  executrix  did  not      v*l?55^ 
object  (how  could  she  T)  to  its  being  paid  to  him,  and  thejr    thsSolici- 

say  to  the  Company,  "  Take  your  own  course ;  pay  if  you  J^^lifb^asI 

please,  if  not,  we  will  go  on  with  the  action."  *^*^?R/^i- 

.  tkrbd) 

Then  the  Company,  by  paying,  have  put  themselves  m  v. 

this  position,  that  they  have  not  ascertained  the  value  of         ' 

the  other  securities.  This  should  have  been  done  before  any      •^««<^y»«*'* 

payment  had  been  made,  because,  if  the  Plainti&  are  right, 

and  if  the  other  securities  are  worth  more  than  the  debt, 

the  bond  is  void,  and  nothing  should  have  been  paid  on 

it  at  all. 

Suppose  that  the  bond  was  void  on  this  ground,  and  that 
afterwards  and  before  payment  of  the  mortgage  the  pro- 
perty became  greatly  depreciated  in  value,  so  as  to  be  an 
insufficient  security  for  the  mortgage  debt ;  how  are  the 
equities  between  the  parties  to  be  ascertained  and  deter- 
mined ?  or  suppose  the  contrary  case,  and  that  at  the  time 
of  the  death  the  other  security  was  insufficient,  and  the 
bond,  therefore,  good  for  something ;  and  that  a  valuable  ^ 
mine  had  been  unexpectedly  discovered ;  what  is  to  become 
of  the  payment  which  would  have  been  made  upon  the 
bond,  and  when  are  the  rights  of  the  parties  finally 
settled  ? 

For  all  I  know,  not  a  penny  vras,  on  this  view,  ever 
payable  on  this  policy,  and  the  payment  which  has  been 
made  by  the  Company  has  been  made  by  them  as  mere 
volunteers.  I  cannot  sustain  a  Bill  to  enable  them  to 
recover  back  money  voluntarily  paid  by  them,  and  which 
may  or  may  not  have  been  due  upon  the  bond. 

On  both  grounds,  therefore,  I  must  dismiss  this  Bill  with 
costs  (a). 

(a)  The  Plaintiffs  appealed  from  this  decision ;  and  on  Monday^ 
Jane  13,  the  Lords  Jostices  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs. 
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J^  DAVIES  V.  HUGUENm. 

Mas  ut,  2nd.  By  an  indenture,  dated  the  9th  of  November,  1819,  be- 
Power --Cove-  between  John  Daviea  and  Mary  his  wife,  of  the   first 

nant-^  Release  ^  i  j^ 

—  Younger  paxt,  Jamss  MeddowcTo/t  and  Thomas  Hughes  (both 
Covenftn7by  ®"^^  deceased)  of  the  second  part,  and  George  Ripley 
a  father  in  his  (since  deceased)  of  the  third  part.  After  reciting  that  the 
marriagesetUe-  Said  John  Davies  at  or  soon  after  his  intermarriage  with  the 
^OTciseT  "^^^  Mary  his  wife  had  received  from  her  uncle,  the  said 
power  80  as  to  James  MeddowcTofi,  the  sum  of  «e500,  and  that  he  had 

diminiab  her 

portion  nnder  lately  received  from  the  said  James  Meddowcroft  the  farther 

settlement:—  ^um  of  £600 y  with  interest  thereon  from  the  time  of  sach 

wo^ntTof"*  marriage,  making  together  the  sum  of  ^1218,  as  a  marriage 

the  power.  portion  given  by  her  said  uncle ;  and  that,  in  consideia- 

was  du^te?to  *^^^  thereof,  the  said  John  Davies  had  agreed  to  settle  and 

be  rwaed  after  convev  the  lands  and  premises  first  thereinafter  described  to 

the  decease  of''  i.^  -i*, 

the  settlor  and  the  uses  and  m  manner  thereinafter  mentioned.  And  re- 
(tenante  for  citing  that  the  said  Ma/ry,  the  wife  of  the  said  John  Davies^ 
tionVof  ShH-  ^^®^  *^®  ^^  ^^  ^®^  '**®  father,  would  be  entitled  to  a 
dren  other  than  further  legacy  of  ^600  after  the  death  of  her  mother,  and 

their  eldest  or  «*     ^ 

only  son,  that  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  and  for  making  a 

divided:— ^eU  ^i^ther  provision  of  maintenance  for  his  said  wife,  and  for 

that  the  per-      ^jj^  mgjg  \as\ie  of  the  marriage,  and  for  the  raising  of  per- 
sonal represen-     ^  ^  ^  o        r^ 
tatives  of  the    tions  and    making  such  provision  for  the   daughter    or 

eldest  son,  who     ,        ,  ^  #.    i  .  i    »-  » 

attained  daughters,  younger  son  or  younger  sons^  of  the  said  John 

Mddfed?n*hi8  -P®^'^  o^  ^«  body  of  ^te  said  Mary  his  wife  begotten  or 
father's  life-       to  be  begotten  as  were  thereinafter  in  that  behalf  expressed, 

time,  were  "i-  ,  -      T^  ,.  -  .  . 

titled  to  one      and  for  the  setthng  of  the  estates  of  inheritance  thereinafter 
__,.  ,         mentioned,  he  the  said  John  Davies  had  consented  and 

Hdd  also, 

thatadaujchter  agreed  to  settle  and  convey  as  well  the  messuages,  lands, 

twenty-oneand  tenements^  hereditaments  and  premises  first  thereinafter 

fn^hCT  fothJrt  <l«3cribed,  as  also  certain  other  lands  also  therein  described, 

^i^®5^»  ^"  ^P^^  *^®  trusts,  and  to  and  for  the  purposes  thereinafter  de- 

shar*.  clared  concerning  the  same.   The  said  John  Davies  released 

Held  also,  that  the  second  son,  who,  during  the  father's  life  and  after  attaining  his  majority, 
heeame  the  eldest  son  and  sncceeded  to  the  settled  estate,  and  the  personal  lepreientatiYes 
of  a  child  who  died  in  infancy,  were  not  entitled. 
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and  confirmed  the  lands  and  preauses  therein  mentioned,  to       J^^ 
hold  to  MeddowcToft  and  Hughes  and  their  heirs,  to  such 
U868,  upon  such  trusts,  and  to  and  for -such  intents  and  pur- 
poses, and  with  and  under  such  provisoes,  powers,  limitations, 
restrictions,  and  agreements  as  were  thereinafter  limited  and 
declared  of  and  concerning  the  same,  subject  to  certain 
specified  incumbrances  affecting  part  of  the  aforesaid  lands  ; 
that  is  to  say,  to  the  use  of  the  said  John  Daviea  for  life 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  with  remainder  to  the  use 
of  the  said  Ma/ry  his  wife,  for  her  life,  without  impeach- 
ment of  waste,  with  remainder  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  such 
of  the  children  of  the  said  John  Davies  on  the  body  of  the 
said  Mary  his  wife  begotten  or  to  be  begotten,  and  in  such 
parts,  shares,  and  propcvtions,  and  under  and  subject  to 
such  charges,  directions,  limitations,  and  appointments  as 
the  said  John  Daviea,  by  his  last  will  and  testament^  should 
charge,  direct,  limit,  or  appoint,  give  or  devise  the  same  or 
any  part  or  parts  thereof,  and  in  default  thereof  to  the  use 
of  such  of  the  children  of  the  said  John  Daviea  by  the  said 
Mary  his  wife,  and  in  such  parts,  shares,  and  proportions 
as  the  said  Mary,  the  wife  of  the  said  /oAuDa^;i€S,  whether 
covert  or  sole,  should  by  will  or  codicil  appoint ;  and  for 
want  of  such  appointment,  to  the  use  of  the  said  George 
Ripley,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  for  the 
term  of  500  years  from  thence  next  ensuing,  upon  the 
trusts  thereinafter  mentioned ;  and  subject  thereto  to  the  use 
of  the  Jamea  Meddowcroft  and  Thomas  Hughea,  and  their 
heirs,  upon  the  trusts  and  to  and  for  the  several  ends,  inter- 
ests, and  purposes  after  mentioned,  that  is  to  say :  to  the 
use  and  behoof  of  the  first  and  other  sons  of  the  said  John 
Davies  on  the  body  of  the  said  Mary  his  wife  begotten  or 
to  be  begotten,  and  in  default  of  issue  male  to  the  daughters, 
equally  to  be  divided  between  them  as  tenants  in  common 
in  tail  general,  with  cross  limitations  in  tail  general,  with 
an  ultimate  limitation  to  the  use  and  behoof  of  the  xi^t 
heirs  of  the  said  Ma/ry  the  wife  of  the  said  John  JDomm, 
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for  erer.  And  the  trusts  of  the  said  term  of  500  jean  were 
dedaied  to  be,  as  soon  as  oonTeniently  might  be  after  the 
decease  of  the  said  John  Daviea  and  Mary  his  wife,  and 
the  sturivor  of  them,  in  case  of  no  sach  appointment  aa 
aforesaid,  and  in  case  the  said  John  Daviea  should  depart 
this  life  leaving  issue  by  the  said  Mary  his  wife  one  son 
and  also  two  or  more  diildien,  either  bom  in  his  lifetime  or 
after  his  decease,  then  in  trust  to  raise  the  sum  of  ^6,000 
for  the  portion  or  portions  of  any  child  or  children  of  the 
said  John  Daviea  on  the  body  of  the  said  Mary  his  wife 
begotten  or  to  be  b^;otten  (other  than  their  eldest  or  only 
son),  equally  to  be  divided  betwixt  and  amongst  them  if 
more  than  one,  and  with  and  subject  to  such  further  de- 
clarations, limitations,  restrictions,  and  agreements,  as  were 
thereinafter  expressed  concerning  the  aforesaid  portion  or 
portions,  and  the  maintenance  of  such  child  or  children. 
And  the  deed  contained  a  proviso  for  cesser  of  the  term 
on  performance  of  the  trusta 

There  were  eight  children  of  the  marriage,  two  of  whom 
died  infiints  before  the  date  of  the  said  settlement.  The 
others  of  such  eight  children  were  the  Defendant  Harriet 
Buguenm^  who  was  bom  on  the  28th  of  October,  1810, 
iucy  Margaret  Daviea,  who  was  bom  on  the  Slst  of  June, 
18J2,  and  died  in  the  month  of  November,  1845,  William 
Hamblett  Daviea,  who  was  bom  in  the  year  1815,  and  died 
without  issue  in  the  month  of  Jidy,  1 847,  the  Defendant 
Elizabeth  Ann  Daviea,  who  was  bora  on  the  9th  of 
November,  1818,  John  Stanley  Daviea,  who  was  bom  on 
the  12th  of  December,  1822,  and  died  in  the  month  of 
April,  1857,  and  Thomaa  Daviea,  who  was  bom  on  the 
24th  of  August,  1825,  and  died  on  the  10th  of  September 
in  the  same  year. 

In  the  year  1829,  a  marriage  was  contracted  between  the 
said  Harriet  Huguenin,  then  Harriet  Dapiea,  spinster, 
and  WUUam  Meddowcrqft,  since  deceased. 
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Marriage  artideB,  dated  the  12th  of  April,  1829,  were 
entered  into  between  the  said  WiUiam  Meddowcrofl 
of  the  first  part>  the  said  Harriet  Daviee,  then  a  spinster, 
of  the  age  of  nineteen  years,  of  the  second  part,  the 
said  Mary  Daviea  of  the  third  part,  and  the  said  John 
Daviea  of  the  fourth  part ;  and  thereby,  in  consideration  of 
the  intended  marriage  and  of  the  settlement  thereinafter 
agreed  to  be  made  by  and  on  the  part  of  the  said  John 
Daviea  immediately  after  the  solemnisation  of  the  said 
intended  marriage  to  the  said  WiUia/m  Meddowcroft,  he 
the  said  William  Meddowcroft  covenanted  to  settle  certain 
property  to  which  he  was  or  might  become  entitled  as  therein 
mentioned,  upon  the  trusts  therein  mentioned ;  and  the  said 
WiUiam,  Meddowcroft  and  Harriet  Davies  covenanted  to 
settle  all  the  future  property  of  the  said  Ha/rriet  Daviea, 
including  the  moneys  secured  by  the  covenant  thereinafter 
contained  by  John  Daviea;  and  the  said  John  Daviea 
covenanted  with  Meddowcroft,  that  he  and  the  said 
Mary  his  wife,  in  consideration  of  the  premises,  would  not 
execute  any  appointment,  or  do  any  act  to  defeat,  lessen, 
or  diminish  the  share  and  interest  to  which  the  said  Harriet 
Daviea,  as  the  daughter  of  the  said  John  and  Mary  Daviea, 
was  or  might  become  entitled  on  the  decease  of  the  said 
John  Daviea  and  Mary  his  wife,  in  the  pecuniary  division 
or  portion  made  and  secured  for  the  only  daughter,  or  for 
the  younger  son  and  sons  and  daughter  or  daughters,  as 
the  case  might  be,  of  the  said  John  Daviea  by  the  said 
Ma/ry  his  wife,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  settlement 
of  the  9th  of  November,  1819 ;  but  on  the  contrary,  that 
he  the  said  John  Daviea  should  and  would,  when  thereimto 
requested^  make,  do,  and  execute  all  such  acts  and  deeds  as 
might  be  requisite  for  confirming  and  establishing  such 
share,  right,  and  interest  of  the  said  Harriet  Daviea  in  the 
said  pecuniary  provision  or  portion,  so  as  the  said  Harriet 
Daviea  should  receive  for  her  share  and  proportion  of  the 
said  settled  property  the  sum  of  £1500  at  the  least" 
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J^'  On  the  7th  of  October,  1840,  Harriet  JMeddowcrofi 

Datw       mairied    her    aeoond    hnsbnnd,    tbe     Defefodant    LoniB 
Huouienif.     Buguenin, 


Statement 


By  his  will,  dated  the  26th  of  April,  1852,  reciting  the 
settlement  of  November,  1819,  John  Daviea  appointed  his 
residuary  real  estate  to  trustees,  upon  trust  for  his  wife  for 
life,  with  remainder  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of  his  son 
John  Stanley  Daviea  in  fee,  charged  with  ^3000  for  the 
benefit  of  his  daughter   the   Defendant  Elizabeth  A.nn 
Daviea,  and  JEIOOO  for  the  benefit  of  his  daughter  Harriet 
Hugv£nin,  whose  advancement  on  her  first  marriage  and 
subsequently,  with  interest,  would  (as  the  will  stated)  bring 
up  her  share,  according  to  the  testator's  estimate,  as  near 
as  might  be  equal  to  that  of  her  unportioned  sister ;  and 
the  testator  directed  the  said  sums  of  £3000  and  £1000 
to  be  invested,  the  income  to  be   for  the  separate  use 
of  the  daughters  respectively,  and  the  principal  to  be  at 
their  disposal  by  will  or  otherwise,  but  so  that  the  appoint- 
ment by  Harriet  Huguenvn  should  be  limited  to  revert  to 
her  own  family  at  her  decease ;  and  in  default  of  appoint- 
ment^ and  as  to  the  residue  of  the  testator's  estate  and 
effects,  the  testator  appointed  the  same  to  his  wife  for  life, 
remainder  equally  among  his  children  and  grandchildren, 
the  grandchildren  takii^  their  parent's  share. 

By  a  codicil,  dated  the  23rd  of  July,  1853,  the  testator, 
after  reciting  that  his  daughter  Harriet  and  her  present 
husband,  or  one  of  them,  was  indebted  to  him  in  a  large 
sum  of  money  amounting  to  several  hundred  pounds  and 
interest,  gave  and  released  to  his  daughter  aU  sums  due 
from  her  or  her  husband,  and  declared  and  appointed  that 
the  provision  in  his  will  and  this  codicil  in  favour  of  his 
daughter  Harriet  was  to  be  taken  by  her  in  full  satisfaction 
and  discharge  of  all  claims  and  demands  of  his  said 
daughter  and  her  husband  ;  and  if  not  so  accepted,  the  said 
gifl  and  release  of  the  said  debt,  and  the  whole  of  the  pro- 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY.  785 

▼isions  of  hii  will  and  oodidl  in  &Tonr  of  his  daughter         1808. 
Harriet  were  to  be  void  and  &11  into  the  residue.  Datiu 

V. 

The  testator  died  on  the  30th  of  August,  1853,  and  the  HuoumnH. 
will  and  codicil  were  proved  by  the  widow  and  the  Defend-  Suument 
ant  EUzaheth  Ann  Davies,  the  executrizes  therein  named. 

The  testator  left  three  only  of  his  children  surviving,  viz. 
John  Stanley  Davies,  Elizdbetk  Ann  Davies^  and  Harriet 
Huguenvn, 

John  Stanley  Daviea  died  in  the  month  of  April,  1857, 
leaving  his  widow  and  two  infant  children  (the  Plaintiffs  in 
this  suit)  him  surviving,  having  by  his  will  given  all  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  his  wife  and  two  other  trustees 
upon  trusts  for  the  benefit  of  his  wife  and  children.  The 
widow  alone  acted  in  the  trusts,  and  proved  the  will. 

Mary  Daviee,  the  widow  of  Joh/n  Davies,  died  on  the  10th 
of  April,  1862,  having  devised  all  her  real  and  personal 
estate  to  Mizaheth  Arm  Davies,  and  appointed  her  sole 
executrix.     She  proved  the  will. 

Mr.  Hugtienm,  by  a  post-nuptial  settlement,  dated  the 
24th  of  August,  1861,  settled  the  £1000  appointed  by  the 
will  of  John  Davies,  describing  it  as  "  the  sum  of  £1000  to 
which  Mrs.  Huguenva  was  entitled  under  the  will,  irrespec- 
tive of  what  she  or  her  husband  in  her  right  might  be  en- 
titled to  under  the  covenant  in  the  articles  of  September, 
18S9.''  Mrs.  Huguenvn  joined  in  this  settlement,  but  the 
deed  was  not  acknowledged  by  her. 

The  Defendants  Lowis  and  Harriet  Huguemm,  con- 
tended that  the  appointment  by  the  will  of  John  Davies 
was  bad,  to  the  extent  to  which  it  diminished  the  portion 
coming  to  Harriet  contrary  to  the  covenant  in  the  setUe- 
raent  of  September^  1829. 
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1868. 


SlatemtmU 


The  Plaintiflb  insisted  that  tfae  testamentaiy  appoint- 
ment was  good  in  any  case;  and  further,  that  the  portion  of 
Mra  Huguenim,  was  not  in  fact  reduced  below  the  amount 
which  would  have  come  to  her  in  default  of  appointment 
under  the  settlement  of  November,  1819,  because  the  sum 
of  J&6000  would  have  been  divisible  among  all  the  children 
living  at  or  after  the  date  of  the  said  settlement^  except 
WHLiam  Hamblett,  the  then  eldest  son,  and  that  each  share 
would  have  been  one-fifth  or  £1200,  of  which  £200  had 
been  satisfied  to  Mrs.  Huguemn  by  advancements  by  John 
Bavies  in  his  lifetime  to  her  and  her  husband. 

The  Bill  was  accordingly  filed,  to  have  the  rights  of  all 
parties  declared,  and  the  settlement  of  November,  1819, 
carried  into  execution. 


Argwimt         Mr.  Oiffard,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Kay,  for  the  Plaintifib : — 

1.  The  covenant  by  John  Davies  in  the  settlement  of 
September,  18S9,  did  not  operate  as  a  release  of  the  power 
given  by  the  settlement  of  November,  1819.  The  covenant 
clearly  cannot  be  read  as  an  execution  of  the  power,  nor  is 
it  in  terms  a  release  of  it.  It  is  merely  a  contract  upon 
which  there  *may  be  a  remedy  on  the  covenant  against  the 
estate  of  John  Davies  ;  but  it  does  not  operate,  or  purport 
to  operate,  in  any  way  upon  the  property  subject  to  the 
power. 

2.  Even  if  the  covenant  did  so  operate,  it  is  satisfied  in 
the  event.  At  the  date  of  the  settlement  of  1819,  there 
were  six  children  living,  all  of  whom  (except  the  eldest  son 
WHMamif  who  has  since  died,)  acquired  a  vested  interest  in 

the  J&6000  in  default  of  appointment.  The  share  of  Hr. 
Huguenvii  was  therefore  ^1200  only,  and  that  amount  has 
been  satisfied  to  Mrs.  Huguenin  by  the  advancement  and 
the  appointment  by  the  testator's  will 
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The  death  of  some  of  the  children  during  the  life  of 
John  Daviea  does  not  affect  the  divisioni  because  they  had 
all  acquired  a  vested  interest  subject  to  the  power.  The 
direction  for  raising  the  ^6000  is^  that  it  is  to  be  raised 
only  if  there  should  btf  any  younger  children  living  at  the 
decease  of  the  parents ;  but  this  condition  having  been  satis- 
fied the  money  is  raiseable,  and  then  the  distribution  is  to 
be  not  among  such  of  the  younger  children  as  should  sur- 
vive the  parents,  but  among  all  the  children  except  the 
eldest  son.  The  gift  being  vested  immediately,  the  time  for 
ascertaining  the  class  was  the  date  of  the  settlement  itself, 
and  the  fund  was  therefore  divisible  into  fifths :  Powia  v. 
Burdett  (a),  Kiuff  v.  Hake  (6),  Perfect  v.  Curzon  (c), 
Ada/ma  v.  Beck  (d),  Sandeman  v.  Mackenzie  {e),  Torres 
V-  Franco  (/). 

Mr.  James,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  North,  for  Elizabeth  Ann 
Davies,  in  the  same  interest  as  the  Plaintifib : — 

Even  if  such  a  covenant  could  be  held  to  be  an  equitable 
release  of  a  power  in  the  covenantor  alone,  it  cannot  release 
a  power  which  is  to  be  exercised  by  the  covenantor,  or  fail- 
ing him  by  the  wife.  The  husband  having  made  an 
appointment,  the  wife  who  survived  let  the  property  pass 
on  the  assumption,  which  we  say  was  well  founded,  that 
nothing  remained  subject  to  her  power.  Moreover,  the 
Defendants,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Huguerrvm,  have  accepted  the 
benefits  given  by  the  will,  and  cannot  now  claim  in  oppo- 
aition  to  it. 

Mr.  Rolt,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  C.  T.  SimpaoUy  for  Mr.  and  Mra 
Huguenvn: — 

The  covenant  is  clearly  a  release,  pro  tanto,  of  the  power. 
A  man  cannot  exercise  a  power  in  a  manner  inconsistent 

(a)  9  Ves.  428.  (d)  25  Beav.  648. 

(h)  Id.  438.  («)  1  J.  &  H.  613. 

(c)  5  Madd.  442.  (/)  1  R.  &  M.  649. 

VOL.  I.  C  C  C 


788  CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

with  an  express  covenant :  Oreen  v.  Oreen  (a),  Homer  ▼. 
Swcmn  {p),  Be  Chambers  (c).  Hurst  v.  Hurst  (d).  It  is 
in  fact  too  clear  for  argument,  that  the  donee  of  a  tee- 
tamentary  power  may  bind  himself  not  to  exercise  ii. 

That  being  so,  the  only  question  is,  whether  the  testa- 
mentary appointment  is  or  is  not  inconsistent  with  the 
covenant  The  covenant  is  not  to  diminish  the  share  to 
which  Harriet  was  or  might  be  entitled,  on  the  decease  of 
her  parents,  in  the  portion  secured  for  daughters  and 
younger  sons.  What  would  that  share  have  been  bat,  for 
this  testamentary  appointment  ? 

The  primary  rule  is,  that  where  no  time  of  vesting  is 
specified  (as  is  the  case  here),  sums  charged  are  not  to  be 
raised  unless  there  is,  at  the  time  of  raising  and  dividing 
the  fund,  some  person  in  esse  who  is  entitled  to  take.  It 
is  true  that  certain  exceptions  have  been  admitted  in  the 
case  of  portions,  but  only  to  this  extent,  that  a  child  who 
marries  and  requires  a  portion,  is  not  to  lose  it  by  dying 
before  the  expiration  of  the  previous  life  estate.  Any  child, 
to  establish  a  title  under  this  principle,  must  show  that  he 
required  the  portion ;  and  it  seems  to  be  settled  that  nothing 
less  than  marriage  will  be  considered  as  sufficient  to  show 
that  the  child  required  the  portion  during  the  parent's  life : 
Poulet  V.  Poulet  (e),  Bruen  v.  Bruen  (/),  Jermings  v. 
Looks  (g),  Hubert  v.  Parsons  (A),  Warr  v.  Warr  (»), 
Teynham  v.  Webb  (A). 

Then  how  could  Thomas  Davies,  who  died  at  the  age  of 
one  month,  in  1825,  be  said  to  have  required  a  portion? 
To  give  it  to  him  would  be  to  give  it  to  his  father  the 
settlor. 

(a)  2  J.  &  Lat.  529.  (/)  2  Vcrn.  439. 

(6)  T.  &  R.  430.  ig)  2  P.  Wins.  276. 

(c)  1 1  It.  £q.  R.  51 8.  (A)  2  Yes.  sen.  261. 

(d)  16  Bear.  372.  (i)  Prec.  Ch.  213. 
(c)  I  Ver:i.  204,  821.  (A)  2  Vea.  wn.  197,  209. 
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Lord    HinchtTibroke  v.  Seymov/r  (a)  is  a  remarkable        ises. 

case  upon  this  point,  for  there  an  appointment  to  a  son  at       d^^^^ 

the  age  of  fourteen  was  held  bad,  because  he  could  not     „    ■^- 

"  tiuoumritr. 

require  a  portion  at  that  early  age.  All  the  authorities 
were  discussed  in  Edgeworth  v.  Edgeworth  (b),  and  the  result 
is,  that  there  are  no  decisions  holding  that  a  child  can 
require  a  portion  except  on  marriage^  though  it  is  true 
that  there  are  some  dicta  suggesting  that  he  might  be  held 
to  do  so  on  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one.  Whatever 
doubt  there  may  be  thought  to  be  on  this  point,  it  is  quite 
settled  that  a  child  who  dies  unmarried  under  twenty-one 
does  not  require  a  portion  :  Remncmt  v.  Hood  (c).  There- 
fore Thomas  is  excluded  because  he  died  in  infancy  ;  Lucy 
Margaret  is  also  excluded^  as  never  having  been  married ; 
WiUia/m  Hambleit  was  the  eldest  son  at  the  time  of  the 
settlement ;  and  John  StarUey  is  also  excluded  by  subse- 
quently becoming  an  eldest  son  :  Chadvnck  v.  Dolemcm  (d), 
Richards  v.  Rieharda  (e). 

The  Yice-Chakoellor. — ^What  I  held  in  that  case 
was,  that  becoming  an  eldest  son  before  the  period  of  vesting 
would  exclude.  But  William  died  in  1847,  after  John 
StarUey  had  attained  twenty-one.  It  ?nll  be  argued  that 
the  portion  vested  subject  to  the  operation  of  the  power. 

Mr.  Simpson. — If  so,  it  could  only  be  vested  subject  to 
divesting  by  the  birth  of  another  ghild,  or  by  the  acquisition 
of  the  character  of  eldest  son. 

As  for  the  argument  that  Mrs  Huguenin  has  barred  her 
claim  by  settling  the  £1000,  it  is  a  sufficient  answer,  if 
there  were  otherwise  any  ground  for  the  contention,  that 
she  never  acknowledged  the  deed. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  intimated  that  Lucy  Margaret 
was  not  excluded. 

(a)  1  B.  C.  C.  395.  (d)  2  Vem.  528. 

(6)  Beat.  328.  (0  Johns.  754,  765. 

(c)  2  De  G.  F.  &  J.  396. 

C  C  C  2 
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1863.  Mr.  Oijffdrd,  in  reply : — 

The  question,  therefore,  resolves  itself  into  this :  whether 
Mrs.  Huguenin'a  share  is  a  third,  a  fourth,  or  a  fiflh — ^that 
Argmi€i^.  is,  £2000,  jPlSOO,  or  ^1200.  Now,  as  to  William 
Hamhlett,  he  never  came  into  possession  as  eldest  son,  and, 
notwithstanding  the  conditions  of  the  settlement,  would  be 
entitled  to  share  as  a  younger  son :  EUAson  v.  Thomas  (a). 
In  any  case  the  shares  of  survivors  are  not  increased  by  the 
death  of  children  for  whom  portions  are  intended :  Exsifis 
V.  Scott  (4). 


May  Ut. 
Judgmtni, 


YicB Chakcbllob  Sib  W.  Pagb  Wood: — 

In  this  case  the  main  question  that  was  ai^ed  was,  what, 
in  the  events  that  have  happened,  was  the  extent  of  the  share 
which  the  Defendant  Harriet  Huguenin  would  have  taken 
in  default  of  appointment  out  of  a  sum  of  «£^6000  directed, 
by  a  post-nuptial  settlement  executed  by  her  fiaiher,  to  be 
raised  for  portions  of  the  settlor's  younger  children.  The 
limitations  in  the  settlement  were  to  the  settlor  and  lus 
wife  successively  for  life,  then  to  the  children  as  the 
settlor,  or  in  default  of  appointment  by  him  as  his  wife, 
should  appoint,  and  subject  to  these  powers  to  a  trustee 
for  a  term  of  500  years,  T^ith  remainder  to  the  first  and 
other  sons  in  tail,  remainder  to  the  daughters  as  tenants  in 
common  in  tail  The  trusts  of  the  term  were,  if  there 
should  be  no  appointment^  and  in  case  the  survivor  of  the 
settlor  and  his  wife  should  leave  one  son,  and  two  or  more 
children  surviving  them,  then  to  raise  the  sum  of  j^OOO 
for  the  portion  or  portions  of  any  child  or  children  of  the 
settlor  by  his  said  wife  (other  than  their  eldest  or  only  son), 
equally  to  be  divided  betwixt  and  amongst  them,  if  more 

(a)  1  De  G.  J.  &  S.  18.  (ft)  1  H.  L-  Ca».  43. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY. 

than  one,  and  ^'  with  and  subject  to  such  further  declarations 
as  were  thereinafter  expressed  concerning  the  aforesaid  por- 
tion or  portions,  and  the  maintenance  of  such  child  or 
children." 

It  is  singular  that  no  such  further  provisions  are  there- 
inafter expressed  at  all,  and  this  clause  becomes  simply 
nugatory. 

This  settlement  was  executed  in  1819,  and  in  1829 
articles  were  entered  into  on  the  marriage  of  the  original 
settlor's  daughter  Harriet  (now  the  Defendant  Mrs. 
Evguenin)  with  her  first  husband  William  Meddowcroft. 
By  that  deed  the  settlor  covenanted  that  he  and  his  wife 
would  not  execute  any  appointment  to  defeat,  lessen,  or 
diminish  the  share  of  Harriet  in  the  pecuniary  division  or 
portion  made  and  secured  for  the  only  daughter,  or  the 
younger  son  or  sons  and  the  daughter  or  daughters  of  the 
settlor  and  his  wife  under  the  settlement  of  1819,  but  on 
the  contrary  would  do  all  acts  that  might  be  requisite  to 
confirm  and  establish  such  share,  so  as  she  should  reoeive 
£1500  at  the  least 

The  state  of  the  family  was  this :  There  had  been  two 
children,  who  were  dead  at  the  date  of  the  settlement  of 
1819,  and  who  must,  therefore,  be  put  out  of  consideration 
altogether.  Of  the  six  remaining  children,  one  died  in 
infancy.  Another,  the  eldest  son  WilUam,  lived  to  attain 
the  age  of  twenty-one,  but  died  without  issue  in  his  father's 
lifetime.  A  third,  Lucy,  also  attained  the  age  of  twenty- 
one,  and  died  unmarried  in  her  father's  lifetime.  At  the 
death  of  the  settlor,  which  occurred  in  1853,  there  were 
three  surviving  children,  John  Stanley,  the  only  surviving 
son,  and  the  Defendants,  Mrs.  Huguenva  and  Elizahetk 
Daviea. 

It  is  almost  too  clear  for  argument  (though  the  point 
was  raised),  that  the  covenant  by  the  father  operated  pro 
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1863  tanto  as  a  release  of  bis  power;  and  the  question  is,  what 

would  have  been  the  amount  of  Mrs.  HuguermCB  share  hi 


DAYItt 

HuoTONiw      ^^  ^6000  in  defeult  of  appointment  ? 


Judgment. 


The  father,  John  Davie^  by  his  wUl,  appointed  his 
whole  property  to  his  surviving  son  John  Stanley,  charged 
with  £3000  to  Elizaheth,  and  £1000  to  Mrai  Hugvj&nvn; 
and  by  a  codicil  released  certain  alleged  debts  in  favour  of 
Mrs.  Huguenvn.     The  question  is^  whether^   under  the 
circumstances  I  have  stated,  she  is  entitled  to  daim  any 
larger  sum.    The  only  material  points  to  be  determined  are 
these :  First,  did  any  share  vest  in  the  child  who  died  in 
infancy?    Secondly,  what  was  the  interest  of  the  eldest 
son,  who  died  before  he  came  into  possession  of  the  estate  ? 
Thirdly,  what  was   the  interest  of  the  second  son,  who 
came  into  possession  as  the  eldest  surviving  son  ? 

As  to  this  second  son,  John  Stanley ^  the  authority  of 
Chadwick  v.  Doleman  appears  to  me  completely  to  cover 
the  case.  He  became  an  ddest  son  during  the  father's 
life,  and  took  the  estate  under  the  limitations  in  tail,  and  so 
taking  the  estate  must  be  treated  as  disentitled  to  any  por- 
tion in  the  character  of  a  younger  son. 

The  case  of  the  eldest  son  WiUiam  seems  to  be  governed 
by  the  recent  decision  of  the  Lord  Chancellor  in  £llison  v. 
Thomas,  where  it  was  held  that  the  representatives  of  an 
eldest  son  who  attained  twenty-one,  and  died  before  the 
period  of  distribution,  never  having  become  entitled  in 
possession  to  the  estate,  took  a  share  in  portions  given  to 
younger  sons.  I  am  not  aware  of  any  other  case  in  which 
a  share  of  portions  has  been  given  to  a  son  who  died 
filling  the  character  of  an  eldest  son  before  the  period  of 
distribution,  though  there  are  decisions  to  the  effect  that 
an  eldest  son  who  does  not  take  the  estate  shall  rank  as  a 
younger  son.  Ellison  v.  TAomas  is  however  conclusive  on 
the  point. 
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As  to  the  daughter  iMcy^  it  is  true  that  the  aetdemeDt 
does  not  specify  the  attainment  of  any  age  as  a  condition 
of  taking  a  portion ;  but  I  think  that  the  interest  must  be 
taken  to  vest  at  latest  on  attaining  the  age  of  twenty-one. 
Liicy  did  attain  twenty-one,  and  I  must  hold  that  she 
acquired  a  vested  interest  in  her  share  of  the  portion  fund. 

The  point  as  to  the  child  who  died  in  infancy  is  not  co- 
vered by  express  decision ;  but  in  RevjMumt  v.  Hoody  I  find 
a  strong  intimation  of  opinion  by  the  Lord  Justice  Twmer. 
His  Lordship  observes,  that  the  Court  takes  upon  itself  the 
right  to  construe  limitations  of  this  character  in  a  settle- 
ment with  reference  to  the  intent  of  the  instrument^  and 
in  some  cases  almost  in  opposition  to  the  words,  which  are 
held  to  be  overridden  by  the  plain  and  manifest  purpose  of 
the  instrument^  of  which  general  doctrine  the  case  of 
Ohadwick  v.  Dolemcm  is  one  of  the  most  striking  examples. 
On  this  particular  question  of  portions,  it  was  very  early 
settled,  that  the  Court  would  act  upon  this  principle  of  in- 
terpretation, and  would  construe  limitations  of  portions  in 
such  a  way  as  to  provide  that  they  should  be  raised  qua 
portions,  at  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  they  might 
be  required. 

One  of  the  earliest  of  this  general  class  of  authorities  is 
PouletY.  Poulet;  and  in  most  of  the  subsequent  cases 
between  the  heir  and  persons  claiming  portions,  even  though 
the  portions  may  have  been  in  a  sense  vested,  the  Court  has 
refused  to  allow  them  to  be  raised,  unless  the  circumstances 
were  such  that  the  portions  were  required. 

The  length  to  which  this  doctrine  has  been  carried  is 
very  remarkable.  In  Ki/ng  v.  Withers  (a)  a  portion  was 
limited  in  this  way  :  If  the  son  should  die  without  issue 
male  of    his  body  then  living    or  afterwards   born,  the 
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(«)  Gas.  t.  Talb.  117(a). 
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daughter  was  to  receive  at  twenty- one  or  marriage  JPSbOO, 
but  in  case  the  contingency  of  the  son  dying  should  not 
happen  before  the  said  age  or  marriage  of  the  daughter,  then 
she  was  to  receive  the  said  sum  whenever  it  might  after 
happen,  and  the  sum  was  charged  upon  lands  devised  to  the 
son  in  tail 

The  fatherdied,  the  daughter  attained  twenty-one,  married, 
and  died  in  the  lifetime  of  her  brother,  who  afterwards  died 
without  issue  male,  and  it  was  held  that  the  portion  was 
raiseable :  Lord  TaZbofs  observations  Cp.  123)  are  very 
much  to  the  point :  **  Indeed,  in  cases  where  the  child  dies 
so  young  that  the  portion  would  never  be  wanted,  the  CSourt 
will  not  decree  it  to  be  raised,  because  there  is  no  oocaBion 
for  it,  as  in  Br&vdn  v.  BrewMs  case*'  (a). 


I  mention  this  case  specially,  because  Lord  TaJhot  refers 
with  approval  to  Brewin  v.  Brtwva  in  Yenwn,  but  better 
reported  in  the  Precedents  in  Chancery,  195.  There  a 
term  was  created  by  marriage  settlement,  for  the  purpose 
of  raising  £3000,  to  be  equally  divided  among  daughters 
within  a  year  after  the  death  of  the  surviving  parent. 
There  being  one  daughter,  the  father  by  his  will  devised 
the  trust  estates  to  make  good  his  wife's  portion,  and  to 
raise  £3000  for  his  daughter's  portion,  and  died.  The 
daughter  afterwards  died  at  the  age  c^  five  years^  and  the 
Lord  Keeper  said,  "  If  it  had  been  a  personal  legacy,  it  must 
have  been  paid,  and  that  presently,  though  the  child  dies 
before  the  appointed  day  ;  or  as  a  devise  out  of  land  by  the 
will,  though  no  time  of  payment  limited.'*  It  does  not  seem 
to  have  been  argued  that  the  daughter  took  two  portions. 
Then  the  Lord  Keeper  proceeds  :  **  Here  the  will  is  relative 
to  the  settlement,  and  both  make  but  one  security ; 
and  by  the  will  the  portion  should  have  been  raised  in  a 

(a)  2  Vern.  439. 
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reasonable  time  when  the  child  came  to  want  it,  but  not  pre- 
sently, though  she  should  have  had  reasonable  maintenance. 
In  the  meantime,  it  is  within  the  rule  of  all  the  previous 
cases.  In  case  of  a  personal  legacy  payable  at  twenty-one 
or  mariiage,  I  think  the  Court  always  appointed  main- 
tenance out  of  the  interest  of  it,  but  not  if  expressly  limited 
otherwise  in  the  meantime ; "  and  the  report  continues 
"  the  Bill  was  dismissed  by  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  and 
affirmed  on  appeal ;  but  the  land  was  charged  with  100 
marks  per  annum  maintenance  for  the  child  whilst  it 
lived  "(a). 

In  Remruxnt  v.  Hood,  the  same  point  arose,  but  was  not 
argued,  because  neither  side  was  desirous  of  raising  it. 
And  Lord  Justice  Kmght  Bruce,  without  giving  any 
opinion  upon  it^  said  that  he  was  not  satisfied  that  neither 
of  the  daughters  who  died  in  his  lifetime  infants  and  un- 
married, acquired  a  vested  interest.  Lord  Justice  Turner, 
on  the  other  hand,  says :  **  There  are  three  periods  at  which 
the  portions  may  have  been  intended  to  vest ;  the  period 
of  the  birth  of  the  children,  the  period  at  which  they 
would  require  their  portions,  which  according  to  the  ordi- 
nary habit  in  such  cases,  as  evidenced  by  the  usual  course 
of  settlement,  would  be  at  twenty-one,  or  as  to  daughters 
on  marriage,  and  the  period  of  the  death  of  the  parents. 
Looking  both  to  the  language  and  to  the  purpose  of  this 
instrument,  I  can  see  nothing  which  in  any  way  imports 
that  the  portions  were  not  intended  to  vest  during  the 
lives  of  the  parents ;  and  to  adopt  the  period  of  the  death 
as  the  time  of  vesting,  would  be  to  deprive  the  provision  of 
that  certainty  which  it  must,  I  think,  fairly  be  taken  to 
have  been  the  object  of  the  settlement  to  secure.  It  would 
render  the  interests  of  the  children  contingent  upon  their 
surviving  their  parents,  and  deprive  them  of  the  means  of 
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(a)  See  Boycot  v.  Cotton,  1  Atk.  556,  whtnre  Lord  Hardmche 
approves  of  this  decision. 
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making  any  certain  provisions  for  their  fiunilies   during 
Ihe  whole  of  their  parents'  lives.    That  is  a  result  against 
which  the  Court  has  struggled^  and  suooessAiUy  struggled, 
in  many  cases ;  and  I  think,  therefore,  that  we  should  not 
be  justified  in  adopting  this  period  as  the  time  of  yeating, 
in  the  absence  of  anything  on  the  face  of  the  instrameut 
indicating  that  it  was  so  intended.    Between  the  other 
two  periods  it  is  not,  as  I  have  said,  necessary  for  ua  to 
decide ;  but  I  think  it  right  to  state  that  I  lean  to   the 
opinion^  that  in  this  particular  case  the  true  period    of 
vesting  was  at  twenty- one,  or  as  to  daughters  on  mar- 
riage.    The  consequence  of  holding  the  portions  to  vest  at 
the  birth  would  be,  that  the  shares  of  children  dying  in 
early  infisuicy  would  go  to  the  parent^  thus  contravening  ^e 
purpose  of  the  settiement  by  giving  to  the  father  what  was 
intended  for  the  children;  and  the  Court  in  these  cases 
seems  to  have  regarded  rather  the  purpose  than  the  words 
of  the  instrument'" 

In  that  case  all  the  authorities  had  been  cited;  and 
coupling  the  observatious  of  Lord  Justice  Turner,  in  which 
I  entirely  concur,  with  what  has  been  done  in  the  earlier 
cases,  it  seems  to  me  impossible  to  hold,  that  a  child  who 
never  attained  twenty-one  or  married  took  *an  interest  in 
this  sum  of  <f  6000.  It  is  true  that  in  most  of  the  cases 
the  question  arose  with  reference  to  the  heir,  but  the  de- 
cisions do  not  seem  to  have  been  rested  exclusively  on  that 
groimd.  The  purpose  of  the  instrument  is  what  the  Court 
looks  to ;  and  here  the  purpose  is  not  to  give  so  much  each 
to  all  the  younger  children,  but  to  raise  a  gross  sum  of 
fixed  amount  to  be  divided  among  the  class ;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  which  of  the  children  are  comprised  in  the  class 
intended  to  be  benefited ;  and  I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the 
authorities,  that  I  should  not  be  justified  in  induding  the 
child  who  died  in  infancy. 

The  JP6000  would,  therefore,  be  divisible  into  four  shares 
for    the  deceased    son    WiUiam,  the  deceased   daughter 
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Lucy,  and  the  Defendants  Mrs.  Huguenin  and  EUzaheth 
Davies;  and  Mrs.  Huguenin  is  entitled  under  the  covenant 
to  have  her  share  made  up  to  jP1500. 


Minutes  of 
DscLABS,  that  the  Defendant  Harriet  Huguenin,  by  virtue  of  the  Decree, 
covenant  by  her  father  John  Davies  contained  in  her  marriage  set- 
tlement of  the  12th  September,  1829,  is  entitled  to  such  a  share  in  the 
smn  of  £6000  directed  by  the  settlement  of  the  9th  November,  1 81 9,  to 
be  raised  for  the  benefit  of  the  children  of  John  Ikmee  and  Mary 
his  wife,  other  than  their  eldest  son  or  only  son,  as  she  would  have 
been  entitled  to  if  no  appointment  had  been  made  by  the  said  John 
Davies  of  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement  of  the  9th 
November,  1819. 

DfCLARB,  that,  in  the  events  that  have  happened,  the  said  sum  of 
£6000  would,  in  the  absence  of  any  appointment,  have  been  divisible 
into  four  equal  parts  between  the  personal  representatives  of  William 
Davies,  the  personal  representatives  of  Lucy  Davies,  the  Defendant 
Elizabeth  Davies,  and  the  Defendant  Harriet  Huguenin. 

DsoLABB,  that  the  difference  between  the  share  of  Mrs.  Huguenin 
and  what  she  has  received  is  to  be  raised  out  of  the  inheritance. 

Costs  of  all  parties  out  of  the  inheritance.  Those  of  Plaintiff 
between  solicitor  and  client. 


TINSLEY  V.  LACY.  jmei9a,aoth. 

T  Copyright — 

HIS  Bill  was  filed  by  the  publishers  and  ov^ners  of  the  Novel— Play^ 

copyright  in  two  novels  called  "  Aurora  Floyd,"  and  "  Lady  j^  ^  ^^  / 

JudZey'a  Secret,"  written  by  Miss  Braddon.    The  novels  fringementof 

rv  copyright  to 

had  been  dramatised  by  a  Mr.  Suter,  and  performed  at  the  npreMntaplay 
Queen's  Theatra    The  Defendant  Mr.  Zacy  had  published  fr^*^^el 
the  two  plays  as  they  were  performed.  ^*^Sr^'th 

but  it  is  an  in- 

It  was  proved  that  a  large  portion  of  the  dramas,  including  fringement  to 

the  most  striking  incidents,  and  much  of  the  actual  language  lish  a  pUy  so 

of  the  novels,  had  been  taken  bodily  from  the  novels.     It  <»"**^<^*^ 

was  also  in  evidence  that  the  profit  on  the  publication  of  junction  grant- 

the  plays  had  been  almost  inappreciable.  prin^M?* 

publishing  of 
Buch  a  play  without  any  preliminary  inquiry  u  to  damage*. 
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,J[^^  The  Bill  prayed  a  perpetual  injunction  against  the  publi- 

TursLKT  cation  of  the  plays,  and  an  account. 
Laot. 


Argum€iU, 


Mr.  Eolt,  Q.  C,  and  UT.Matiindale  for  the  Plaintiff :  — 

The  published  drama  is  a  mere  compilation  from  the  novel, 
with  the  same  leading  characters  and  same  incidentfl^  and 
in  great  part  the  same  actual  hmguaga  • 

We  also  complain  that  certain  ridiculous  characters  have 
been  introduced,  which  have  no  connection  with  the  plot  or 
action  of  the  piece,  but  which  mar  the  effect  of  the  work 
as  a  work  of  genius. 

There  can  be  no  legitimate  abridgment  of  a  work  of 
fiction,  which  in  that  respect  differs  from  works  of  history 
or  science.  The  only  case  which  asserts  the  contrary  is 
Dodaley  v.  Kinneraley  (a),  the  reasoning  of  whidi  would 
not  now  be  followed. 

llie  cases  before  the  Dramatic  Copyright  Act  have  no 
application,  nor  have  cases  like  Reade  v.  Conquest  (b). 

The  Yice-Chakcellob  referred   to  Cdenfuin  v.  Wa- 

tJien  (c). 

Mr.  Molt — In  that  case  it  was  held,  that  there  had  been 
no  publication.  But  even  if  a  legitimate  abridgment  of 
such  a  work  be  possible^  this  is  not  a  fair  abridgment.  The 
French  law  gives  excellent  reasons  why  abridgments  should 
not  be  encouraged :  Rout  v.  Amxiuld  (d). 

The  Vice-Chancsllob. — ^Thatis  decided  here  the  other 
way :  Bell  v.  Walker  (e)].    . 


(a)  Amb.  403. 
(6)9C.B.,N.  S.,7W. 
(c)  5  T.  R.  245. 


(d)  Le  Blanc,  De  la  Propriete 
Literaire,  118. 

(e)  lBro.C.  0.451. 
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Mr.  Martindale. — ^A  hit  abridgment  required  the  book 
to  be  re-writ^  to  be,  in  the  words  of  Lord  Eldon  (speaking 
of  compilationfi),  "  a  fair  exercise  of  a  mental  operation^  de- 
serving the  character  of  an  original  work : "  Wilkma  v. 
Aikin  (a). 

[They  referred  also  to  Reade  v.  Lacy  (b).  Lev/is  v. 
FuUarton  (c),  Bramwell  v.  Halcomb  (d),  Murray  v. 
Bogue  («). 

They  also  compared  the  passages  in  the  novels  with  those 
in  the  plays,  to  show  the  similarity.] 

Mr.  Gijffa/fd,  Q.  C,  and  Mr.  Kay,  for  the  Defendant  :— 

This  case  is  merely  intended  as  an  advertisement.  The 
profit  on  these  two  little  books  amounts  to  exactly  SOs. 
each. 

It  is  admitted,  that  anyone  might  have  told  the  story  or 
acted  the  drama. 

The  VICE-CHANCELLOR — Or  read  the  book  aloud. 

Mr.  Oifard. — From  the  time  of  ShaJcspeare  it  has  been 
the  practice  for  dramatic  authors  to  borrow  their  plots 
from  published  novels.  Many  of  Sir  Walter  Scott's  novels 
were  dramatised,  without  any  complaint  on  his  part ;  and  it 
is  obvious  that  the  original  author  is  rather  benefited  than 
injured  by  such  a  course.  These  books  are  merely  sold  for 
the  purposes  of  the  theatre,  and  to  enable  the  audience  to 
follow  the  performance.  Every  critique  necessarily  states 
the  scope  of  the  story  and  would  be  equally  liable  to  an  in- 
junction if  the  Plaintiff  here  is  right. 

At  any  rate,  we  must  take  the  law  as  we  find  it,  whether  it 
be  theoretically  right  or  not;  and  by  that  law  this  is  no  in- 
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(a)  17  Yes.  422,  426. 
lb)  IJ.&H.  524;8.  c.  at  law, 
759. 


(o)  2  Beav.  6. 

(«/)  3  My.  &  Or.  787. 

(«)  1  Drew.  353. 
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fringement  of  the  PlaintifiTs  right:  Curtis  on  Copy- 
right (a),  Oylea  v.  Wiloox  (b),  Doddey  v.  Kmner^ey  (c), 
Dr.  HawkesworlKa  case  (d),  Butterworfh  v.  Robinson^  {e), 
GreyY.  Rusadl  (/),  Whittmgham  v.  WooJer  (g). 

The  true  test  is,  does  the  play  interfere  improperly  with 
the  sale  of  the  novel  f  And  it  is  obvious  that  it  cannot 
do  so. 

The  right  of  the  public  in  any  published  work  is  absolute, 
exoept  when  restricted  by  the  statute. 

The  Vicb-Chancellor. — The  only  point  on  which  I 
wish  to  hear  you,  Mx.  Rolt,  is  :  whether  there  must  not  be 
some  evidence  that  damage  has  been  sustained :  I  am  clear 
that  there  has  been  injuria,  but  I  am  not  so  sure  that  there 
has  been  damnum. 

Mr.  SoU,  in  reply : — 

The  argument  as  to  abridgments  amounts  to  Clothing. 
It  is  one  thing  to  abridge  a  work,  and  quite  another  to  ap- 
propriate every  idea  it  contains  as  the  material  for  a  pro- 
fessedly independent  work.  If  I  show  the  injury  as  I  have 
done,  it  is  not  necessary  to  prove  the  amount  of  damage. 
It  is  more  a  matter  for  opinion  than  for  proof. 

[He  referred  on  the  question  of  damage  to  CarrY. 
Hood  (A).] 

The  account  prayed  for  was  waived. 


Judgment.       VlCE  CHANCELLOR  SiR  W.  PAGE  WoOD  :— 

This  case  raises  a  question  in  some  respects  novel 


(a)  Pp.  265  et  acq. 
lb)  2  Atk.  141. 
{e\  Ubi  BUp. 
(d)  Lorn,  776. 


{e)  6  Vea.  709. 
(/)  1  Story,  19. 
(g)  2  Swonst.  428. 
(h)  1  Camp.  855. 
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The  intention  of  the  Copyright  Act  was,  no  doubt,  to 
secure  to  authors  the  full  and  complete  benefit  of  their 
-works  ;  but  the  Legislature  did  not  think  it  right  to  pro- 
vide that  the  works  of  an  author  should  not  be  dramatised 
and  used  in  another  shape.  It  has  been  held,  that  to  do 
this  is  not  an  invasion  of  the  rights  given  by  the  statute ; 
and  that  anyone  who  pleases  may  dramatise  the  works  of 
another  person,  without  coming  within  the  enactment 
which  prohibits  the  multiplication  of  copies.  The  only 
way  in  which  an  author  can  prevent  other  persons  firom 
reciting  or  presenting  as  a  dramatic  performance  the  whole 
or  any  portion  of  a  work  of  his  composition,  is  himself  to 
publish  his  work  in  the  form  of  a  drama,  and  bring  himself 
within  the  scope  of  dramatic  copyright. 

But  although  it  is  open  to  any  actor  or  dedaimer  to  recite 
a  poem  or  other  work  written  by  another  as  publicly  as  he 
pleases,  it  could  scarcely  be  said  that  he  would  be  at  liberty, 
on  the  occasion  of  his  recitation  or  performance,  to  dis- 
tribute copies  of  the  work  for  sale  among  the  audience;  nor 
could  it  be  any  excuse  to  say  that  the  copies  were  intended 
merely  to  assiBt  the  audience,  who  desired,  while  listening  to 
the  recitation,  to  have  a  copy  of  the  words  in  their  hands. 
Now  this  is  not  very  different  from  what  has  been  done  in 
this  case. 

Miss  Braddon  is  the  author  of  two  works  of  fiction, 
which  have  proved  very  interesting  from  the  incidents  con- 
tained in  them,  and  from  the  manner  in  which  they  are 
narrated,  and  of  which  a  number  of  editions  have  been 
demanded  by  the  public.  The  novels  being  thus  popular, 
Mr.  SuUr  took — ^not^  indeed,  the  whole — but  a  very  large 
portion  of  them,  or  at  any  rate  constructed  a  very  large 
portion  of  his  own  dramas  out  of  passages  taken  word  for 
word  from  the  novels.  He  says,  indeed,  that  half,  or  perhaps 
three-fourths,  of  his  plays  is  original  matter ;  but  it  is  ad- 
mitted that  the  remainder  has  been  taken  bodily  out  of 
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the  Plaintiff's  publications.     That  he  was  entitled  to  do 
this  for  the  purpose  of  a  mere  acting  drama  is  not  dis- 
puted; but  he  is  not    so    entitled   for    the   purpose  of 
printing  or  selling  his  compilation.     He  has   taken,  to 
use  the  language  of  Lord   CoUmhwm  in  Bramwell  v. 
Halcomb,   the  vital  portion   of  the  novels,   the   leading 
incidents  of  the  plot,  and  in  many  instances  the  very  lan- 
guage of  the  novel  itself.     He  reprints  in  his  books  (and  I 
confine  myself  to  what  appears  in   the  books,  and    say 
nothing  as  to  the  represented  drama)  the  very  words  of  the 
most  stirring  passages  of  the  novela     It  is  no  answer  to 
say  that  similar  infringements  have  often  been  committed. 
Although  Sir  Walter  Scott  and  other  authors  did  not  choose 
to  assert  any  claim  of  this  kind,  this  does  not  affect  the 
rights  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  it  is  to  be  observed,  moreover, 
that  there  has  been  a  considerable  alteration  of  the  law 
since  the  time  referred  to  by  the  extension  of  copyright 
to  dramatic  performances.     As  was  urged  in  Campbell  v. 
Scott,  acquiescence  in  the  piracy  of  a  portion  of  a  work 
might  embarrass  proceedings  to  prevent  a  more  extensive 
appropriation ;  and  it  is,  therefore,  of  the  utmost  importance 
to  authors  to  come  at  the  earliest  possible  stage  to  obtain 
the  protection  of  the  Court  against  the  violation  of  their 
rights  of  property. 

.  It  was  argued,  that  what* the  Defendant  has  printed 
are  plays  and  not  novels,  and  that  the  case  ought  not  to 
be  dealt  with  as  an  ordinary  case  of  infringement  of  copy- 
right ;  but  it  is  impossible  to  attach  any  weight  to  this 
distinction;  and  it  is  curious  enough  to  observe,  that  the 
very  stage  directions  in  the  plays  are,  in  many  instances, 
taken  directly  from  the  narrative  portions  of  the  novels, 
so  that  the  supposed  distinction  between  a  play  and  a  nar- 
rative almost  disappears. 

The  question  of  the  extent  of  appropriation,  which  is 
necessary  to  establish  an  infringement  of  copyright,  is  often 
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one  of  extreme  difficnlty ;  but^  in  cases  of  this  description^ 
the  quality  of  the  piracy  is  more  important  than  the  pro- 
portion which  the  borrowed  passages  may  bear  to 
the  whole  •  work.  Here  it  is  enough  to  say,  that  the  jSIZ^ 
Defendant  admits  that  one-fourth  of  the  dramas  is  com- 
posed of  matter  taken  firom  the  novels. 

In  Campbell  v.  Scott  {a),  which  has  a  strong  bearing  on 
this  point,  the  Defendants  had  published  a  work  containing 
biographies  and  selections  from  the  works  of  a  large 
number  of  modem  poets,  and,  among  others,  six  short 
poems,  and  extracts  from  larger  poems,  written  by  the 
Plaintiff.  The  defence  was,  that  the  poems  were  bona  fide 
selections,  forming  a  very  small  proportion  of  the  writings 
of  the  Plaintiff;  that  such  compilations  were  cautiously 
made  by  the  most  respectable  publishers ;  that  the  price 
of  the  compilation  was  £1.  Is.,  while  the  Plaintiff's  entire 
works  were  published  at  2«.  6d. ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff 
would  be  rather  benefited  than  injured  by  the  Defendants' 
work,  which  contained  10,000  lines,  of  which  only  a  few 
hundreds  were  taken  from  the  Plaintiff's  poems.  The 
Vice-Chancellor,  'after  observing  that  in  the  case  of  the 
Encyclopcedia  Londinensia  the  jury  found  for  the  Plaintiff, 
though  the  matter  taken  formed  but  a  very  small  propor- 
tion of  the  work  into  which  it  was  introduced,  adds,  tl^t 
it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  whether  the  selections  were 
the  cream  and  essence  of  all  that  Mr.  Campbell  ever  wrote. 
There  is  no  doubt  that  in  this  case,  as  in  that  of  Campbell's 
Poems,  the  passages  taken  were  the  striking  passages, 
and  these  have  been  taken  by  the  author  of  the  Defend^t's 
publications  for  the  express  purpose  of  using  Miss 
Braddoii's  property  for  his  own  benefit.  So  long  as  he 
confined  himself  to  dramatic  representations  he  could  not 
be  interfered  with;  but  when  he  printed  his  plays  he 
brought  himself  within  the  letter  of  the  law. 
(a)  11  Sim.  31. 
VOL.  Xt  D  D  D 
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The  authontieB  by  which  Mr  abridgments  have  been 
sanctioned  hare  no  application.  The  Gotirt  has  gone  fer 
enough  in  that  direction ;  and  it  is  difficult  to  acquiesce  in 
the  reason  sometimes  given,  that  the  compfler  of  an 
abridgment  is  a  benefikctor  to  mankind^  by  assiatiiig  in 
the  dififasion  of  knowledge.  But  these  plays  do  not 
profess  to  be  abridgments  of  the  works  of  Miss  Braddon, 
but  are  published  as  the  original  works  of  another  author. 
Still  less  is  there  any  analogy  to  the  use  which  8hak^ 
speare  made  of  the  writings  of  Boccacio  and  others.  Mr. 
Suter  can  scarcely  maintain  that  he,  like  Sluikapeare,  lias 
clothed  the  narratives  of  others  in  original  language  of 
his  own,  and  given  ''to  airy  nothing  a  local  habitation  and 
a  name.*'  The  only  doubt  which  has  occurred  to  me  upon 
the  whole  case  is  that  suggested  by  the  singular  case  of 
Whittingliam  v.  Wooler,  It  has,  however,  very  much  the 
appearance  of  a  decision  on  the  ground  of  the  Plaintiff's 
perverseness  in  going  on  with  litigation  after  he  had 
obtained  all  that  he  required ;  and  the  Court,  not  being 
very  favorably  impressed  towards  the  Plaintiff,  came  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  Defendant's  work  was  no  more 
than  a  fair  abridgment. 


I  do  not  think  I  should  be  justified  in  sending  the  case 
to  a  jury  to  determine  whether  any  damages  have  been 
incurred  j  and  as  to  the  law,  I  am  bound  to  decide  that 
myself.  It  would,  in  any  case,  be  extremely  difficult  to 
measure  the  amount  of  injury  done  to  an  author  by  a 
publication  of  this  kind.  The  account  being  waived,  the 
decree  will  simply  be  for  a  perpetual  injunction. 
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Re  life  assurance  TREASURY  :       '^"'^  ^i^*- 

Windififf-itp 
Ex  PARTE   PePPBE.  Acts,  (11  4- 12 

TVict.  e.   41— 
HIS  was  an  adjourned  siimmons  on  behalf  of  Tohlah  ioJ|l?X^f' 
Pepper,  a  bankrupt,  for  his  discharge  from  custody,  under  ruptcy  AcU, 
the  following  circumstances : —  .    o.  106 — 24  ^ 

The  Life  Assurance  Treasury  had  been  ordered  to  be  —Proof  by  Of- 
wound  up,  and  a  call  had  been  made  against  Pepper  as  \^onu!!^T^ 
the  holder  of  38,000  shares.  He  had  not  paid,  and  a  balance  —I>i9charge. 
order  had  been  made,  under  which  Pepper  was  committed  ^^^  the  Wind- 
to  prison.     Pepper  was,  shortly  afterwards,  adjudicated  ing-up  Acts  is 

necewary    to 
bankrupt ;  and  the  Official  Manager,  without  having  ob-  justify  the  Offi- 

tained  any  order  for  the  purpose  under  the  winding  up,  -^  pjoying"^' 
proved  for  the  amount  of  the  call.  The  bankrupt  then  ^er  a  bank- 
applied  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  for  his  discharge ;  p^oof  'having 
which  was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  imprisoned  ^hout^  such 

for  contempt  of  the  Court  of  Chancery.     He  then  took  order  against  a 

•       1  •    T  ^       II  /•  bankrupt  who 

out  this  summons  m  the  windmg  up,  for  the  purpose  of  had  been  00m- 

obtaining  liis  discharge.    In  the  course  of  the  proceedings,  ^^^^^7*' 

the  bankrupt  had  been  charged  with  various  irregularities,  a  caU— J^W 
^  °  o  ^   that  the  bank- 

and  there  were  no  assets.  mpt  was  enti- 

tled to  lus 


discharge. 


Mr.  Sargoodj  for  Pepper  : — 

After  the  Official  Manager  had  proved,  the  bankrupt  was 
entitled,  as  of  right,  to  his  discharge,  the  proof  being  an 
election  not  to  proceed  against  the  bankrupt  personally 
(12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  182). 

•  Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  the  Official  Manager,  submitted  to 
act  as  the  Court  should  direct. 

Mr.  Swanston,  for  the  Creditors'  Representative  : — 
The  Bankruptcy  Act  of  1861'  (24  &  25  Vict.  c.  184), 
does-  not  repeal  the  Act  of  1849 ;  but  the  166th  section 
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introduces  the  provision  that  the  order  of  discharge  shall 
free  the  bankrupt  from  the  eflfects  of  contempt.  That 
order  has  not  been  obtained^  and  the  mere  proof  by  the 
Official  Manager^  without  the  concurrence  of  the  Creditors' 
Representative^  and  without  the  order  of  the  Court,  cannot 
be  treated  as  a  binding  compromise  or  arrangement  so  as 
to  discharge  the  bankrupt. 

The  Vice-Chancellor  asked  if  there  were  no  order 
authorizing  the  proof. 

Mr.  Roxburgh . — An    order  has  not    been  considered 
necessary  under  the  Winding-up  Acts. 

The  Vice-Chancellor    referred    to   the   Winding-up 
Act,  1849  (12  &  18  Vict.  c.  108),  s.  30. 

Mr.  Sargoodj  in  reply. — The  grounds  on  which  an  order 
for  discharge  may  be  refused  by  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
are  those  only  which  are  stated  in  sect.  159  of  the  Act  of 
1861.     The  165th  section  merely  substitutes  the  order  of 
discharge  for  the  certificate.     By  the  Winding-up  Act, 
1848  (11   &  12  Vict.  c.  45),  s.  29,  all  the  Company's 
assets  are  vcst'Cd  in  the  Official  Manager,  and  the  Court  of 
Bankruptcy  was  bound  to  regard  him  as  the  only  person  • 
to  determine  whether  to  prove  or  not,  and  when  he  has 
proved,  the  legal  consequences  follow  as  in  any  other 
case.     The  Creditors'  Representative  has  no  locus  standi 
in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy. 


judf^etu.     Vice-chancellor  Sir  W.  Paoe  Wood: — 

The  jpfficial  Manager  has  been  guilty  of.  great  careless- 
ness isx  making  this  proof  without  the  direction  of  the 


CASES   IN   CHANCERY, 


/o/ 


Jutlge  iu  Cliambers.  There  was  an  important  question  to 
be  considered,  whether  a  prosecution  of  the  bankioipt 
onght  not  to  have  been  directed ;  for  there  was,  at  any 
rate^  ex  parte  evidence  of  an  apparently  gross  fraud  in 
contracting  this  enormous  liability,  without  any  means  of 
payment.  The  Winding-up  Act,  1849,  sect.  30,  directs 
that  the  Official  Manager  may  proye  for  any  balance 
ordered  by  the  master  to  be  proved;  which  implies  a 
prohibition  to  prove  without  an  order  authorizing  the 
proof.  There  was,  therefore,  great  neglect  of  duty  on  the 
part  of  the  Official  Manager ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  as 
regards  the  bankrupt,  the  25th  section  of  the  Winding- 
up  Act*  of  1848,  vests  the  whole  control  in  the  Official 
Manager,  and  the  bankrupt  could  not  object  that  the 
proper  sanction  had  not  been  obtained  in  the  winding-up 
proceedings.  The  position  of  the  Official  Manager  is 
analogous  to  that  of  an  assignee  in  bankruptcy  under  the 
old  law,  by  which  the  assent  of  creditors  was  necessary  to 
enable  him  to  sue;  but  any  neglect  of  duty  by  the  assignee 
in  complying  with  the  required  forms,  would  be  no  answer 
to  his  suit.  So  here  the  Official  Manager  should  have 
complied  with  the  reg^ulation  which  requires  an  authority 
to  prove ;  but  his  having  acted  without  this  preliminary 
sanction,  was  a  matter  with  which  the  bankrupt  had 
nothing  to  do,  and  could  not  have  been  set  up  by  him  in 
opposition  to  the  proof.  There  has,  therefore,  been  no 
acquiescence  by  the  bankrupt ;  the  application,  therefore, 
must  be  granted. 


186S. 
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There  will  be  no  costs  to  the  bankrupt ;  and  the  costs 
of  the  Official  Manager  will  be  suspended.  The  Creditors' 
Bepresentative  will  have  his  costs. 
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The  Lunacy  Act  gives  no  juiisdiction  to  aJter  a  lmiatk''> 
will ;  and  if  the  proviso  has  this  eifect^  it  is  ultra  vires. 
But  this  is  not  the  meaziing  of  the  proviso.  If  the 
Hopton  estate  had  been  mortgaged  alone,  there  could  be 
no  doubt  that  the  estates  devised  for  payment  of  debts  mnst 
be  first  applied  in  satisfying  the  mortgage  debt.  It  can 
make  no  difierence  that  a  second  collateral  security  was 
included  in  the  mortgage. 

Mr.  Rogers  replied. 


Judgmmii,      ViCE-ChANCELLOE  SiB  W.  PaOE  WoOD* — 

The  question  for  my  decision  is,  whether  a  certain 
estate,  called  the  Hopton  estate,  belonging  to  a  testator, 
John  Freeman  (who  was  found  lunatic  subsequently  to 
the  date  of  his  will),  is  or  is  not  exonerated  from  a 
mortgage  made  under  the  116th  section  of  the  Lunacy 
.Begulation  Act,  1858,  by  the  directions  contained  in 
the  will. 


The  will  contains  devises  of  different  estates,  some  to 
be  sold  immediately,  and  others  in  certain  future  events, 
and  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  are  directed  to  go  upon  the 
trusts  of  the  personal  estate.  The  first  of  these  trusts  is 
a  trust  for  the  payment  of  all  testator's  just  debts,  and, 
subject  thereto,  the  Amd  is  given  upon  trusts  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Plaintiff  and  several  of  the  Defendants. 
After  the  date  of  his  will,  the  testator  purchased  the 
Hopton  estate.  He  appears,  by  his  will,  to  have  dis- 
posed of  all  the  real  estate  which  he  then  possessed, 
but  there  was  no  clause  sufiicient  to  pass  future  estate, 
and  the  Hopton  estate  has,  accordingly,  descended  to  the 
heir.  After  the  purchase  of  the  Hopton  estate,  the 
testator  deposited  the  title  deeds  with  his  bankers,  to 
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secure  his  banking  account.  This  wag  in  1858  ;  axid  in 
December^  1859^  he  was  found  lunatic^  not  having  altered 
his  will  in  the  meantime ;  and  it  appeared  that  there  were 
debts  amounting  to  £1^522^  for  payment  of  which  it  was 
thought  desirable  to  raise^  by  mortgage^  a  sum  of  £1^600. 
A  mortgage  was  accordingly  directed  by  the  Courts  and 
executed^  whereby  the  Hopton  estate  was  declared  to  be 
primarily  liable^  as  between  the  lunatic  his  heirs  and 
devisees^  to  the  £1^600;  another  estate,  called  the  Kenton 
estate  (one  of  those  devised  by  the  will)  being  also 
included  in  the  security.  The  question  upon  these  facts 
is,  whether  this  proviso  in  the  mortgage  deed  controls  the 
directions  in  the  will,  by  which  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
of  certain  estates  other  than  Hopton,  are  to  be  applied  in 
payment  of  the  testator's  debts;  whether,  in  fact,  the 
proviso  in  the  deed  abrogates  the  ordinary  rule,  that  where 
an  estate  is  devised  for  the  express  purpose  of  paying 
debts  (as  distinguished  from  a  mere  charge  of  debts),  it 
must  first  be  exhausted  before  any  other  property  can 
be  touched. 
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The  case  was  extremely  well  argued  on  both  sides,  but 
the  contest  really  reduces  itself  to  this : — It  is  admitted 
(as  it  must  be,)  that,  under  the  will,  the  estates  devised 
for  payment  of  debts  would  be  primarily  applicable  for 
that  purpose  in  exoneration  of  the  descended  estate.  But 
it  is  said  that  the  terms  of  the  mortgage  deed  make  the 
Hopton  estate  liable  to  the  mortgage  debt,  in  exoneration 
of  the  estates  devised  by  the  will.  The  contention,  on  the 
other  side,  is,  first,  that  the  Lords  Justices  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  make  an  order  having  any  such  e£fect ;  and 
secondly,  that,  on  the  true  construction  of  the  order  and 
the  deed,  no  such  effect  is  produced  or  intended. 


The  first  branch  of  the  argument  is  founded  on  the 
116th  section  of  the  Lunacy  Act,  16  &  17  Vict.  c.  70, 
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whiolij  it  is  said^  does  not  giye  an  authoritjr  to  the  Lfords 
Justioes  to  introduce  into  the  mortgage  deed  a  proviso 
having  the  effect  attributed  to  the  proviso  in  this  deed« 
That  section  empowers  the  Lord  Justices  to  charige^  by 
way  of  mortgage  or  otherwise^  and  dispose  of  the  pro- 
perty of  a  lunatic  in  order  to  raise  money  for  payment  of 
hi^  dobts ;   and  I   am  not  prepared    to  say  that  this 
^uthorify  has  been  at  all  exceeded.     I  appreh^id  that  the 
practice  in  lunacy  under  this  section,  is  to  regard  the 
benefit  of  the  lunatic  only  in  determining  the  mode  in 
which  the  money  shall  be  raised ;  and  for  this  purpose  it 
would  h^ve  been  quite  competent  for  the  Court  to  have 
selected  the  Hopton  Estate  only,  as  the  subject  of   the 
mortgage,   if  that  had   been  considered  the  most   ad* 
vantageous  course.     The  Court,  having  this  larger  pow^r, 
must  also  have  had  the  smaller  power  of  sayings  that^ 
though  other  estates  are  included  in  the  security,  the 
Hopton  Estate  shall  be  first  liable.     The  enactment  of  tlie 
139th  section  of  the  Act,  that  every  deed  executed  in  the 
manner  prescribed  under  the  order  of  the  Lord  Chanodlor 
or  the  Lords  Justices  in  Lunacy  shall  be  valid,  cannot  be 
construed  as  having  any  further  operation  than  this,  that 
the  proviso  must  have  its  full  effect,  whatever  that  may 
be.     The  question  of  exoneration  always  depends  on  the 
intent  of  ihe  testator  whose  estate  you  have  to  deal  with. 
The  authorities  cited  on  this  subject  have  no  bearing  on  the 
present  question.     In  Graves  v.  Hickes,  the  question  was 
simply,  whether  the  testator  was  subject  to  a  personal 
debt  in  the  proper  sense,  or  whetdier  the  covenant  whi<di 
he  had  ent^*ed  into  was  not  merely  subsidiaiy  to  the 
primary  purpose  of  creating  a  charge  on  certain  real 
estate;  and  the  Court  held,  that  the  purpose  was  to  give 
a  security  on  the  estate,  and  that  the  case  must  be  dealt 
with  in  the  same  way  as  that  where  a  new  covenant  is 
entered  into  on  a  tran^epr  of  ^  mo^gsge^    Ni>v^  in  liiis 
^e,  tliare  is  no  fliBputo  th^  the  dejbt  is  #r.d|Bjbt  of  the 
testator's  estate. 
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The  only  question^  therefore^  is  as  to  the  operation  of  the 

proviso  in  the  mortgage  deed^  and  that  does  not  purport 

to  say^  that^  as  between  the  claimants  of  the  personal  estate 

and  the  persons  who  might  become  entitled  to  the  Hop^ 

ton  estate^  the  latter  should  be  primarily  liable.     If  the 

mortgage  had  been^  in  &ct^  the  act  of  the  testator  himself, 

an  argument  might  be  founded  on  the  proviso,  to  the  effect 

that  it  manifested  an  intention  to  make  the  Hopton  estate 

primarily  liable  in  exoneration  of  his  other  property ;  bui> 

it  is  impossible  to  reason  in  this  way  with  reference  to  a 

lunatic  incapable  of  any  intention  at  all.     I  agree  that  the 

proviso  must  have  its  effect.    Suppose  that  a  sane  person, 

after  executing  a  deed  with  a  proviso  of  this  description, 

were  to  say  that  his  debts  were  all  to  be  paid  out  of  ot^er 

property  notwithstanding  the  proviso,  that  would  clearly 

overrule  it.     It  does  not  follow,  therefore,  that  to  give 

effect  to  the  proviso  it  is  necessary  to  hold  the  other  estates 

exonerated.     The  question  really  is,  what  is  the  true  con* 

struction  of  this  proviso.     I  take  the  intent  of  it  to  have 

been   this :      In   administering  the  lunatic's   estate  the 

Lords  Justices  considered  that  the  Hopton  estate  was  that 

which   could  be  most  beneficially   applied  in  the   first 

instance  in  payment  of  the  debts.     K  this   estat^e   had 

been  ample,  the  mortgage  would  have  included  no  other, 

and  the  proviso  would  not  have  been  inserted.     It  was 

required  only  because  the  mortgagee  insisted  on  further 

security,  and  was  inserted  in  order  to  point  out,  that,  in 

case  of  the  mortgagee  enforcing  his  security,  the  Hopton 

estate  was  to  be  exhausted  before  the  other  property  was  to 

be  touched  by  virtue  of  the  mortgage.  I  must  assume  that 

the  terms  of  the  will  were  unknown  at  this  time,  though 

no  doubt  a  will  was  known  to  exist.     Now  that  the  will 

has  to  be  administered,  it  is  found  that  certain  estates  are 

devised  expressly  for  payment  of  debts ;  and  if  they  are 

applied  for  that  purpose  it  is  not  by  force  of  anything  in 

the  mortgage  deed,  but  by  force  of  the  will  with  which 
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tlie  mortgage  deed  did  not  pui'port  to  interfere.  If  esUie 
X  had  been  put  into  the  mortgage  deed  alone^  and  estate 
Y  left  out  altogether,  that  would  not  prevent  Y  being  ap- 
plied first  in  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  if  the  testator 
so  directed,  by  his  will.  Neither  will  it  do  so  where 
both  estates  are  comprised  in  the  mortgage,  with  a  de- 
claration that  X  is  to  be  primarily  liable.  The  devisee  of 
the  estates  other  than  Hopton  is  only  devisee  of  what 
shall  remain  after  payment  of  testator's  debts ;  and  that 
being  so,  why  is  not  this  mortgage  debt  to  be  taken  out  of 
them  as  well  as  all  the  other  debts  ?  The  accident  of  one  of 
the  devised  estates  being  included  in  the  mortgage  cannot 
affect  the  question  in  any  way.  I  am  of  opinion,  there- 
fore, that  the  proviso  does  not  operate,  and  was  not  in- 
tended to  operate,  so  as  to  alter  the  effect  of  the  will ;  and 
it  becomes,  therefore,  unnecessary  to  consider  the  first 
point,  whether  it  would  have  been  within  the  province  of 
the  Lords  Justices  to  do  anything  which  would  have  the 
effect  of  restricting  the  operation  of  a  will  abeady  made. 


There  will  be  a  declaration,  that,  as  between  the  heir-at- 
law  and  the  devisee  of  the  estates  directed  to  be  sold  and 
applied  together  with  the  personal  estate  in  payment  of 
debts,  the  proceds  of  such  sales  are  applicable  in  the  first 
place  to  the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt. 


CASES  IN  CHANCERY,  765 


HUGHES  V.  JONES. 


1863. 
June  90th. 

Twui-^wau 
HIS  cause  came  on  upon  further  consideration,  the  f%yLj^^\ 
only  question  being  as  to  the  extent  of  an  exception  ac^^tired  Pro- 
contained  in  the  residuary   devise  of  the  will  of  3fa/*-  cepHn^ClauJe. 

garetfa  Bowen  Ni^holl,  Testatrix    de- 

vised all  pro- 
perty,  except 

By  the   settlement   on  Mrs.   NicJiolVs  marriage  with  ^^J^^/^ 
David  Fryer  Nicholl,  dated  the  17th  of  April,  1838,  free-  nwsified  set- 
hold  and  leasehold  property  belonging  to  her  absolutely  notdisposedof 
was  settled  as  follows : — As  to  part  for  a  term  to  secure  ^^  ^®  • 
an  annuity  to  the  husband,  and  subject  thereto  the  whole  contained, 
to  such  uses  as  Mrs.  Nicholl  should  appoint  by  deed  or  she  purchased 
will ;  remainder  as  to  part  for  a  term  to  secure  portions  ty'^and^sS^ 
for  younger  children  of  the  marriage  ;  and  subject  thereto  i*™  substance 
to  the  children  in  strict  settlement ;  and  subject  thereto  as  trusts  -.—Held 
to  the  whole  to  Mrs.  Nicholl  in  fee ;  and  the  settlement  ^^jf^' 
contained  a  covenant  in  the  following  form  :     It  is  hereby  property  was 
provided,  and  the  said  David  Fi-yer  Nicholl  covenants  with  exception,  but 
the  tnistees  that  if  any  real  estate  or  other  property  shall  |JI^^     ^  *^' 
vest  in  the  said  D.  F.  Nicholl  in  right  of  his  wife  or  in     Whetherthe 
the  wife  "  by  descent,  limitation,  gift,  or  otherwise,^'  the  ^y^^ 
same  shall  be  conveyed  by  the  husband  and  wife  upon  the  applies  to  ex- 
trusts  of  the  settlement.     Mrs.  Nicholl  was  also  entitled  cUuses— 
to  a  life  interest  in  other  property.  Qucfre. 

By  her  will,  dated  the  18th  of  August,  1838,  Mrs.  Nicholl  . 
made  the  following  residuary  devise  and  bequest,  '^  As  to 
all  the  residue  and  remainder  of  my  real  and  personal  estate 
whatsoever  and  wheresoever,  and  of  what  nature  and  kind 
soever,  that  I  may  die  possessed  of^  and  not  given  and 
devised  by  this  my  will,  (except  such  real  and  peraonal 
estate  as  may  remain  subject  to  the  trusts  of  my  said 
marriage  settlement  by  reason  of  no  specific  disposition  of 
any  part  thereof  having  been  made  by  me  under  the  power 
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for  that  purpose  therein  contained,  and  of  which  this  general 
devise  and  bequest  is  not  to  be  taken  as  in  execution),  I 
giye,  devise,  and  bequeath*' — ^then  followed  limitations 
under  which  the  Defendants  were  entitled. 

By  an  indenture,  dated  the  29th  of  December,  1854, 
certain  real  estate,  which  had  been  purchased  with  money 
derived  from  the  savings  of  the  separate  estate  of  Mrs. 
NichoU,  was  conveyed  to  the  use  of  such  persons  as  Mrs. 
Nicholl  should  appoint  by  deed  or  will,  and,  subject 
thereto,  for  the  separate  use  of  Mrs.  Nicholl  during 
the  coverture,  remainder  to  Mrs.  Nicholl  in  fee.  At  this 
time  Mrs.  Nicholl  was  about  60  years  of  age,  and  in  1858, 
she  died,  never  having  had  any  issue. 

The  Plaintiff,  the  heir-at-law  of  Mrs.  Nicholl,  claimed 
the  lands  conveyed  by  the  deed  of  1854,  as  being  within 
the  exception  contained  in  the  residuary  devise. 


Argument.         Sir  U,   Cairm,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Mohhousey    Q.C.,    and  Mr. 
Swaiiston,  for  the  Plaintiff: — 

There  is  no  devise  of  this  property,  unless  it  is  to  be 
found  in  the  residuary  devise.  In  that  clause  the  testatrix 
has  expressly  excepted  from  the  operation  of  the  devise 
all  such  property  as  might  remain  subject  to  the  trusts  of 
the  settlement.  The  settlement,  it  is  to  be  observed,  con* 
tained  a  covenant  to  settle  future  property ;  and  whether 
this  did  or  did  not  compel  Mrs.  Nicholl  to  bring  her 
separate  savings  into  settlement  it  was  evidently  bo 
considered ;  apd,  in  fact,  these  savings  were  invested  in 
the  purchase  of  the  land  now  in  question,  and  the  land 
was  conveyed  to  uses  identical  with  those  of  the  settle* 
ment,  except  that  a  provision  for  future  children,  which, 
iqr  reason  of  the  lady's  age,  would  have  been  absurd,  was 
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omitted.  It  will  be  said  that  the  land  is  not  enbjeoted  to 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement^  by  way  of  reference ;  bat  the 
trusts  are  repeated  sabstantially  and  intentionally  in  the 
same  form  in  a  new  deed.  If^  thereforoj  the  will  histd  been 
made  subsequent  to  this  conveyance  of  the  land^  there 
coold  have  been  no  doubt  that  the  testa/fcrix^  in  exceptiiig 
hXL  the  land  subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  s^tlemefit^  and 
allowing  them  to  descend^  must  have  iheant  the  excep- 
tion to  operate  on  these  afber-purchased  lands.  Then^  does 
it  make  any  diffei^nce  that  the  will  was  made  before  the 
land  was  brought  into  settlement  ?  Clearly  not^  because 
tilie  will  must  speak  from  the  death,  by  force  of  the  24th 
section  of  the  Wills  Act,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shall 
appear;  and  there  is  nothing  here  to  show  a  contrary 
intention.  The  utmost  that  can  be  said  is,  that  the 
testatrix  does  not  specify  whether  she  intends  the  excep- 
tion to  include  property  brought  into  settlement  after  the 
dikte  of  the  will ;  but  it  is  precisely  when  the  testatrix  is 
silent  that  the  Act  is  intended  to  apply.  In  Thomas  v. 
Jones  (a),  this  same  will  was  held  to  speak  &om  the 
death,  so  as  to  execute  an  after-acquired  power ;  and  the 
contrary  intention  in  that  respect  was  certaitily  more  ap- 
parent than  it  is  here. 


ISM. 
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The  SoUeitai'-Omeml  (Sir  Boundell  Palmer),  Mr. 
O'iffard,  -Q.O.,  and  Mr.  TF.  Pearson,  for  the  Defendants 
Jones  and  wife,  who  claimed  under  the  devise  :-^ 

The  only  real  question  is  already  determined  by  Thxynms 
V.  Jones,  viz.  that  everything  not  specially  excepted  passes 
by  this  residuary  devise.  Now,  what  is  the  exception  ? 
Why  an  exception  of  the  property  which  might  remain 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of  the  17th  of 
April,  1838.  How  can  that  include  property  subject  to 
the  trusts  of  the  settlement  of  1854  7     It  is  said  the  trusts 
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are  identical ;  but  that  is  not  so,  although  they  are  similar  ; 
and  if  they  were  absolutely  identical,  property  described  as 
comprised  in  one  deed  cannot  include  property  comprised  in 
another  deed,  even  though  the  limitations  may  be  the  same. 
Therefore,  even  if  the  will  had  been  subsequent  to  1854,  die 
exception  would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  exclude  the  pro* 
perty  now  in  dispute.    But  the  contention  becomes  absurd 
when  it  is  sought  to  narrow  the  operations  of  a  devise  by 
the  statutory  rule,  which  was  meant  merely  to  sweep  into  a 
general  devise  all  that  the  testator  might  be  possessed  of 
at  his  death.    The  statute  does  not  say  that  the  exclusion  of 
property  from  the  operation  of  a  will  shall  be  read  as  on 
the  day  of  the  death,  but  only  that  the  will  shall  be  con- 
strued '^  with  reference  to  the  real  estate  and  personal 
estate  comprised  in  it^'  to  speak  from  the  death.     To 
apply  this  to  an  excepting  clause  would  be  to  make  the 
will   speak  from  the   death  with  reference  to  property 
excluded  from  the  will,  and  would  do  violence  both  to  the 
words  and  the  spirit  of  the  statute. 


It  is  not  necessary  to  dwell  on  the  covenant  to  settle 
future  property,  which  it  has  been  suggested  makes  the 
deed  of  1854  a  sort  of  offshoot  of  the  settlement  of  1838. 
If  it  did,  it  would  not  make  it  the  same  deed,  and  there- 
fore not  the  deed  referi^ed  to  in  the  exception.  But,  in 
fact,  the  deed  of  1854  was  not  in  accordance  with  this 
covenant,  because  the  children  are  not  provided  for.  It 
does  not  purport  to  be  executed  in  performance  of  the 
covenant  j  and,  indeed,  the  savings  of  Mrs.  NicholVs  se- 
parate estate  were  clearly  not  included  in  the  terms  of 
this  covenant.  Moreover,  independently  of  the  omission 
of  the  clause  in  favor  of  children,  the  two  properties 
are  held  by  distinct  estates,  and  the  materiality  of  such 
a  distinction  is  illustrated  by  Walker  v.  Arinstrong  (a). 
Beyond  all  this,  the  whole  devise  shows  an  intention  to 

<a)  81  Beav.  S84. 
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pass  every  thing  except  certain  specified  lands,  and  tliat  ^  J8g8» 
is,  surely,  the  plainest  contrary  intention  to  the  exception 
of  any  other  lands  whatever.  In  fact,  the  argument  on 
the  other  side  takes  a  section  of  the  statute  which  is  to 
apply  only  in  the  absence  of  a  contrary  intention,  reads 
the  will  by  the  light  of  that  section,  for  the  purpose  of  ex- 
cluding an  otherwise  palpable  contrary  intention,  and  then 
concludes  that  there  is  no  contrary  intention  at  all.  They 
are  obliged  to  import  the  section  first  to  get  rid  of  the 
contrary  intention,  the  existence  of  which  forbids  them  to 
import  the  section  at  all. 

[They  also  cited  Cole  v.  Scott  (a).] 

Mr.  Hohlvouse  in  reply : — 

The  statute  clearly  directs,  that,  for  all  purposes  of 
ascertaining  what  is  and  what  is  not  comprised  in  a  will, 
it  is  to  be  read  as  speaking  from  the  death;  and  this  must 
apply  equally  to  land  which  the  testatrix  says  she  wiU  not 
include,  as  to  land  which  she  says  she  means  to  pass. 

Then  where  is  the  contrary  intention  ?  In  Cole  v.  8oott 
it  was  plain,  in  the  use  of  the  word  ''  noV^ ;  but  here  the 
testatrix  speaks  of  the  property  which  may  be  subject  to 
the  trusts  at  her  death. 

Then,  as  to  the  nice  distinction,  that  the  trusts  are  de- 
clared by  a  different  deed :  If  there  were  anything  in  it, 
it  is  disposed  of  by  the  covenant  to  settle.  By  force  of 
that,  this  Idnd  was  settled  in  equity  by  the  deed  of  1838, 
before  it  was  settled  legally  by  the  deed  of  1854.  And 
this  property  was  bound  by  the  covenant,  as  is  tolerably 
clear  from  the  authorities,  all  of  which  are  cited  in  9 
Jarm,  Conv.  (6).  However,  this  is  not  material,  because, 
whether  strictly  bound  or  not,  Mrs.  Nicholl  accepted  the 
obligation. 

(«)  1  M.  &  G.  518.  {b)  Page  111. 
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Although  there  is  no  doubt  room  for  much  plausible 
.  argument  in  favor  of  the  opposite  view,  I  am  clearly  of 
Judgment,  opinion  that  the  property  in  dispute  passed  by  the  re- 
siduary devise.  The  Wills  Act  provides,  by  the  24th 
section,  that  every  will  shall  be  construed,  with  referencse  to 
the  real  estate  and  personal  estate  comprised  in  it,  to  speak 
and  take  effect  as  if  it  had  been  executed  immediately  before 
the  death  of  the  testator,  unless  a  contrary  intention  shaU 
appear ;  and,  by  other  sections,  that  a  general  devise  shall 
(in  the  absence  of  tte  like  contrary  intention,)  pass  all  real 
property  which  the  testator  could  dispose  of  or  appoint. 
In  this  case  the  testatrix  did  express  a  contrary  intention 
as  to  certain  property  which  she  described  and  excepted 
out  of  the  residuary  gift ;  and  the  only  contest  is,  what 
this  property  is.  The  language  of  the  exception  is : — 
*'  Except  such  real  and  personal  estate  as  may  remain 
subject  to  the  trusts  of  my  said  marriage  settlement  (fliat 
was  the  settlement  of  the  17th  of  April,  1888,  which  she 
had  recited),  by  reason  of  no  specific  disposition  of  any 
part  thereof  having  been  made  by  me  under  the  power  for 
that  purpose  therein  contained,  and  of  which  this  general 
devise  and  bequest  is  not  to  be  taken  as  an  execution." 
This  seems,  at  first  sight,  the  plainest  possible  statement 
of  what  the  testatrix  means  to  except ;  and  it  imports,  in 
the  strongest  possible  way,  an  intention  to  dispose  of 
everything  else. 

I  shall  pronounce  no  opinion  at  present  on  the  very 
nice  question — ^how  far  the  24th  clause  of  the  Wills  Act 
applies,  so  as  to  require  me  to  construe  the  exception  in 
the  same  way  as  if  the  whole  will  had  been  written  the 
day  before  the  death  of  the  testatrix.  It  may  be,  that 
you  cannot  arrive  at  the  property  comprised  in  the  devise 
without  construing  the  exception ;  but  it  is  not  necessary, 
in  the  view  I  take  of  the  will,  to  decide  whether  the  24th 
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section  is  to  be  applied  to  the  constniotion  of  the  ex- 
cepting clause.  The  testatrix  speaks  of  excepting  pro- 
perty subject  to  the  settlement^  by  reason  of  no  disposition 
having  been  made  nnder  the  power  therein  contained, 
Bhe  refers  to  a  specific  instrument^  and  a  power  therein 
contained^  and  can  only  be  speaking  of  property  comprised 
in  that  deed.  The  property  in  dispute  was  purchased  by 
the  testatrix^  and  settled^  in  1854^  upon  trusts  similar  to 
those  in  the  original  settlement.  Suppose  Blachacre  to  be 
conveyed  to  uses  to  bar  dower,  and  then  a  devise,  with  an 
exception  of  all  property  subject  to  the  trusts  of  this  inden- 
ture, and  not  disposed,  of  under  the  power  therein  con- 
tained. After  that,  suppose  a  purchase  of  Wliiteaore,  and 
a  conveyance  of  that  to  the  same  uses  as  Bl'Ochacre.  That 
would  be  identical  with  the  case  now  before  me  j  but  no  one 
could  say  that  the  exception  in  the  will  extended  to  White- 
acre  because  the  dower  uses  were  the  same  as  those  in 
the  case  of  BlacJcaore.  The  only  ground  for  treating  the 
two  cases  differently  would  be  a  lurking  suspicion  that  in 
this  case  there  may  have  been  some  reason  connected  with 
the  nature  or  circumstances  of  the  property  for  conveying 
the  purchased  land  upon  trusts  similar  to  those  of  the  first 
settlement.  But  I  must  constrae  the  will  by  what  I  find 
in  it,  and  when  I  see  an  exception  of  specific  property 
subject  to  the  trasts  of  one  deed,  I  cannot  extend  this  to 
property  which  is  subject  to  these  trusts  in  no  other  sense 
than  this,  that  it  was  long  after  conveyed  upon  trusts  of 
a  similar  kind.  Moreover,  when  I  find  the  testatrix 
speaking  in  the  same  clause  of  the  property  as  being 
subject  to  the  power  therein  (that  is,  in  the  settlement  of 
1838,)  contained,  it  would  not  be  correct  reasoning  to 
say,  that  by  reading  the  will  as  speaking  from  the  death 
other  property  subject  to  another  though  co-extensive 
power  in  a  subsequent  instrument  could  be  comprised 
within  the  description.  It  would  be  going  much  too  far 
to  say  that  this  language,  if  used  immediately  before  the 
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death  of  the  tehtatrix,  would  comprise  all  property  sub- 
jected to  similar  powers  long  after  the  date  of  the  original 
settlement^  and  contained^  not  in  the  deed  referred  to,  but 
in  an  entirely  different  instrument.  I  could  not  so  read  the 
will,  merely  because  the  second  deed  was  one  which  the 
testatrix  was  bound  to  execute  by  force  of  a  covenant 
contained  in  the  first ;  and  it  is  therefore  unnecessaiy  to 
say  whether  the  covenant  to  settle  applied  to  the  property 
with  which  the  subsequent  purchase  was  effected,  though, 
if  necessary,  I  should  not  have  much  hesitation  in  holding 
that  it  did  not  so  apply.  There  will  therefore  be  a  declar- 
(ktion  that  all  the  property  comprised  in  the  settlement  of 
1838  passed  to  the  Plaintiff  as  heir,  and  the  rest  to  the 
Defendant. 


Ex  Paete  BIRMINGHAM,  WOLVERHAMPTON, 
AND  DUDLEY  RAILWAY  COMPANY. 


T 


LqndtClauies 
Aoi — Man' 

PHfdkaw — 
Cowti. 

A  BttQway  X  HIS  was  a  petition  of  the  Binyiingham,  Wolverhamp' 
•eiT^notioe  ^^f  ^^^  Dudley  Railway  Company,  for  the  retransfer  of 

to  treati  and  ^  deposit  paid  in  to  the  account  of  the  South  StafforcU 

gjKve  the  uffoal  , 

bond,  and       shire  Railway  Company  (as    landowners),   and   for   the 

posit  required  Cancelling  of  the  bond  given  under  the  85ih  section  of 

.by  the  85tb  ^j^q  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation  Act. 
aeotion.     The 
landowner 

restr^  the         ^  *^®  ^^^  ^^  August,  1851,  the  JBii-mingham  Company 

^^^y^^  paid  in  a  deposit  of  £2,860,  and  gave  the  usual  bond  to 

a  motion  for  the  South  Staffordshire  Railway  Company  in  respect  of 

ito^  ovOT  by  1*^^  belonging  to  the  latter  Company  and  required  by 

arrangement,     ^1^^  Petitioners, 
and  no  fiurther 
atepa  were 

taken.  Ultimately,  the  Company  abandoned  the  purchase  with  the  ooncanenoe  of  the 
owner : — Seld,  on  a  petition  for  a  re- transfer  of  the  depcsit  to  the  Company,  and  for  the 
canoelling  of  Ihio  bond,  that  the  owner  was  not  entitled  to  have  the  costs  of  the  suit  out  of 
the  deposit.  Bat,  semble,  he  would  have  been  so  entitled  if  the  purchase  had  been 
abandoned  by  reason  of  the  inability  of  the  Company  to  complete. 
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The  land  never  was  taken,  and  the  Petitioners,  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  South  Staffordshire  Railway  Com- 
pany, abandoned  the  intention  t6  take  the  land,  and  had 
obtained  power  to  make  a  substituted  line. 

In  1861  a  BiU  had  been  filed  by  the  South  Staffordshire 
Railway  Company  to  restrain  the  Petitioners  from  taking 
possession  of  the  land,  and  a  motion  for  injunction  had 
been  ordered  to  stand  over.  No  further  proceedings  had 
been  taken  in  the  cause. 

The  Petition  prayed  a  retransfer  of  the  deposit,  and 
that  the  bond  might  be  cancelled. 


1868. 

£x  Parte 
Birmingham, 

WOLVEE- 

HAMPTOV,AJn> 

DUDLKT 

Railway 

COMPAVT. 

Statement, 


Mr.  Saunders,  for  the  Petition : —  ' 

The  proposed  purchase  is  abandoned,  and  our  line 
altered  with  the  concurrence  of  the  Respondents.*  The 
bond  and  deposit,  therefore,  have  become  unnecessary,  and 
we  ask  to  have  the  money  paid  out. 

Mr.  Speed,  for  the  South  Staffordshire  Railway  Cant" 
pany  (the  landowners)  :— 

We  filed  an  injunction  bill  against  the  Petitioners  to 
restrain  this  purchase ;  and  the  deposit  ought  not  to  be 
paid  out  till  any  costs  which  may  be  payable  to  us  in  that 
suit  have  been  provided  for. 

The  87th  section  of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act  enables  the  Court,  when  the  bond  is  not  satisfied,  to 
apply  the  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  landowner;  and 
under  that  power  it  may  well  be  retained  against  our  costs. 

Mr.  Sawnders,  in  reply  : — 

In  two  cases  Lord  Cottenham  refused  to  apply  a  deposit 
in  payment  of  costs  of  a  litigation  between  the  Company 
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aud  the  landowners  : — Ex  parte  Great  NartJiern  JRailwaij 
Company  (a)  ;  Ex  parte  Stevens, — Re  London  and  South 
Western  Railway  Company  (6). 

Mr.  Speed,  in  reply  on  the  cases  cited  : — ^In  these  cases 
the  condition  of  the  bond  was  performed,  and  the  Ck>iirt 
had  no  option  but  to  pay  out  the  deposit. 


JudffmetU.     Vicb-Chakcbllor  Sib  W.  Pagk  Wood  : — 

I  do  not  think  there  is  any  lien  on  the  deposit  for  the 
costs  of  the  injunction  suit.  The  only  real  point  for  con- 
sideration arises  from  the  fact  that  the  condition  of  the 
bond  is  not  fulfilled,  and  that  the  Court  is  therefore  em- 
powered to  apply  the  money  for  the  benefit  of  the  true 
owner.  The  case  would  be  very  different  if  the  condition 
of  the  bond  had  been  broken  by  reason  of  pecuniary  in- 
ability on  the  part  of  the  petitioning  Company.  In  such  a 
case  the  Court  would  take  care  that  the  fund  should  not 
be  parted  with  until  all  costs  occasioned  by  the  notice  were 
provided  for;  otherwise  a  company  would  always  be  at 
liberty  to  seize  land  against  the  will  of  the  owner,  and  then 
say  we  cannot  purchase  the  land ;  we  are  unable  to  fulfil 
the  condition  of  our  bond ;  and  we  will  apply  to  the  Court 
and  obtain  the  return  of  our  deposit.  But  it  is  very 
different  where  the  intended  purchase  is  abandoned,  and 
the  condition  of  the  bond  left  unperformed  (as  it  is  here) 
with  the  full  concurrence  of  the  landowner.  I  am  of 
opinion,  therefore,  that  the  only  remedy  of  the  Respon- 
dents for  the  costs  of  their  suit  is  to  proceed  in  the  usual 
way  in  that  cause.  The  order  will,  therefore,  be  to  re- 
transfer  the  deposit,  and  to  cancel  the  bond.  The  costs 
of  this  application  according  to  the  Act. 


(a)  5  llailw.  Gas.  269. 


(b)  5  Bailw.  Gas.  437. 
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DAVENPORT  r.  DAVENPORT.  i^oT^^m. 

J  OHN  DAVENPORT,  the  testator  in  this   c4uso,   by  ^^'i^^ 
his  wiU  dated  18th  April,  1862,  devised  all  his  residuary  "  ^'-^^  ««^. 

^     '  ^  f    proper  Provt- 

real  and  personal  estate  to  the  Defendant  (who  was  his      wow"— 
eldest  son),  subject  to  a  direction,  that  he  should,  within  ,^^        ' 
twelve  months  after  the   testator's,  death,    ''make   and  tator  has  de- 
execute  good  and  valid  assurances  in  the  law  for  settling  to  ^.  in  fee, 
all  my  estate  of  Faxley  to  the  use  of  the  said  Oeorge  H.  ^^  X^t^' 
Davenport  (the  Defendant)  for  life,  with  remainder  to  his  should  be 
first  and  other  sons  successively  in  tail  male  or  m  tail  ^se  of  A.  for 
general,  or  in  tail  male,  with  remainder  in  tail  general,  or  ^^  ^^'^" 
otherwise  in  tail  as  the  said  George  S.  Davenport  shall  «m8  suooes- 
think  proper,  with  remainder  to  my  son  Henry  T,  Daven-  general,  or 
poH  (the  Plaintiff)  for  life,  with  the  like  remainder  to  his  ^^"JJ^  " 
first  and  other  sons  in  tail;  with  remainder  to  the  first  should  direct, 
and  every  other  daughter  of  the  said  George  H.  Davenport  the  daughters 
successively  in  tail  general,  with  remainder  to  the  first  J^^^^"^ 
and  every  other  daughter  of  the  said  Henry  T.  Davenport  remainders 

•     1      .  .  1  over ;  and  that 

successively  in  tail  general,  with  remainder  to  the  sur-  the  settlement 

vivor  of  my  said  sons,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever/'  And  f?^?^,^^ 

the  testator  directed  that  such  settlement  should  contain  proper  proyi- 
,.         1  /...  .  /,,         .  ..1  ,.  n       sions  *'  for 

"  such  powers  of  jomturmg,  of  charging  with  portions  for  giving  effect  to 

younger  children,  of  sale  and  exchange,  for  appointment  of  ^  '^^^ 

new  trustees,  and  other  powers  of  the  like  nature,  and  for  other  powers 
»•  ^     n  .1  ^1       TV  i«     J     J.   and  provisions 

givmg  effect  to  such  former  powers"  as  the  Defendant  as  counsel 

should  direct;    and  that   the  same  should  also  contain  ^^jg^u. 
''  all  other  usual  and  proper  provisions  for  giving  effect  to  nutation  of  the 
my  intention,  as  herein   expressed,  and  all   such  other  "without  im- 
powers  and  provisions  as  counsel  shall  advise/'  S^™L"not 

authorised  by 
The  present  question  in  the  cause  was,  whether  the  life  the  will. 

estates  should  or  should  not  be  made  without  impeach- 
ment of  waste. 

It  appeared  that  a  large  portion  of  the  estate  consisted 
of  timber. 


776  CASES  IN  CHANCBBT. 


Mr.  Itoltj  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Charles  Hall,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

The  intention  is  to  give  life  estates  with  the  usual  inci- 
dents. Impeachability  for  waste  is  one  of  those  incidents ; 
and  the  usual  direction  to  the  contrary  is  not  a  power  or 
provision  of  the  nature  authorised.  The  discretion  given 
to  counsel  goes  to  questions  of  management  merely. 
It  cannot  be  supposed  that  they  were  to  have  power  to 
alter  the  estates  directed  by  the  testator. 

Mr.  Amphlett,  Q.C.^  and  Mr.  Martindale,  for  the  De- 
fendant : — 

The  testator  has  not  here  been  his  own  conveyancer. 
These  are  mere  heads  or  instructions ;  and  any  convey- 
ancer on  those  instructions  would  insert  the  words  ''with- 
out impeachment  of  waste  "  after  the  limitation  of  the  life 
estate.  [They  referred  to  Leonard  v.  Lard  Sussex  {a), 
JBaiili-es  V.  Le  Despencer  (ft),  White  v.  Briggs  (c)]. 

It  is  admitted  that  some  timber  must  be  cut  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate. 

Mr.  Bolt,  in  reply : — 

In  Leonard  v.  Lord  Sussex  there  was  a  distinct  intention 
that  the  first  takers  should  have  as  large  an  estate  as  was 
compatible  with  a  prohibition  on  ahenation :  that  is  not  so 
here.  In  the  other  cases  cited,  the  testator  had  not  at- 
tempted to  point  out  the  particular  estates  to  be  taken^  bat 
only  the  general  intention  to  keep  the  estate  in  particular 
lines  of  descent :  that  is  not  so  here. 

No  discretion  is  given  to  counsel  which  could  affect  this 
question. 

If  counsel  should  introduce  any  provision  for  cutting 
timber  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate,  the  price  must  be 
treated  as  capital,  and  brought  into  Court.. 

(a)  2  Vem.  526.      (b)  10  Sim.  676;  11  Id.  508.      (c)  15  Sim.  17. 
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The  only  question  in  this  case  is,  whether  or  not,  ii  «^   ^     ^' 

settlement  to  cany  out  .the  directions  contained  in  the 
will  of  the  testator,  a  clause  ought  to  be  inserted  exempt- 
ing the  tenant  for  life  from  liability  to  be  impeached  for 
waste.  The  devise  in  question  is  clearly  executory  in  the 
sense  in  which  that  term  is  understood  by  the  Court,  that 
is  to  say,  it  is  a  devise  which  requires  a  deed  to  be  exe- 
cuted in  order  to  carry  into  effect  the  intentions  of  the 
wiQ.  Where  a  testator  attempts  to  operate  upon  an  estate 
himself,  makes  himself  his  own  conveyancer,  as  the  phrase 
is,  and  does  so  imperfectly,  without  directing  the  execu- 
tion of  any  future  instrument,  the  Court  has  no  power  of 
controlling  the  effect  of  the  will ;  but  where  a  future  deed 
is  directed,  the  Court  assumes  that  the  testator  may  not 
have  stated  fully  all  the  details  of  his  scheme,  and  endea- 
vours to  give  the  fullest  possible  effect  to  his  directions 
by  the  mode  in  which  it  carries  them  into  execution.  The 
reason  of  this  rule  is  very  clearly  put  in  Papillon  v. 
Voice  (a),  in  the  argument  of  counsel,  which  was  adopted 
by  the  Court,  where  it  is  said — "  As  to  the  notion  that  the 
conveyance  directed  by  a  will  should  be  in  the  words  made 
use  of  in  the  will,  it  was  impossible  this  rule  could  uni- 
versally hold.  It  is  the  office  of  a  court  of  equity  to  explain 
the  words,  and  put  such  a  construction  upon  them  as 
that  a  proper  legal  conveyance  may  be  made  of  the 
premises.*'  To  follow  the  exact  words  would  often  defeat 
the  purpose  of  the  will.  The  principle  has  been  most 
frequently  applied  to  limitations  falling  within  the  rule  in 
Shellei/s  case;  and  in  the  great  majority  of  cases  the 
principle  has  been  applied  to  limit  and  not  to  extend  the 
estates  which  the  strict  words  of  the  will  would  give. 
Thus,  where  a  testator  uses  words  which  per  se  would 
create  an  estate  tail,  and  at  the  same  time  an  intention 

{a)  2  P.  Wins.  475. 
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can  be  impliod  firom  the  language  of  ihe  will  (or  in  cases 
of  settlements  either  from  jhe  language  or  from  the  nature 
of  the  instrument,)  to  keep  the  estate  in  the  family,  there 
the  Court  leaves  in  the  first  taker  the  largest  possible 
measure  of  ownership  which  is  consistent  with  depriving 
him  of  the  power  of  defeating  this  general  intention. 
Alienation  is  restrained  by  cutting  down  the  estate  toil  to 
an  estate  for  life,  but  subject  to  this  the  largest  possible 
interest  is  allowed  to  remain. 

That  is  the  character  of  all  the  authorities  that  were 
cited.  In  Leonard  v.  Earl  of  Sussex  (a),  the  words  of 
the  will  gave  clear  estates  tail ;  but  it  was  added,  that  the 
sons  were  never  to  have  the  power  of  docking  the  entail. 
Thus  there  were  two  inconsistent  intentions  expressed : 
one  to  keep,  the  estate  in  the  family ;  the  other  to  give 
the  sons  estates  which  conferred  upon  them  the  absolute 
dominion.  The  limitations  were  executory,  and  the  Court 
gave  the  sons  all  that  could  be  given  to  them  consistentiy 
with  the  preservation  of  the  estate  in  the  family.  The 
life  estates  introduced  into  the  settlement  were  therefore 
without  impeachment  of  waste,  the  object  being  to  confer 
the  largest  possible  interest  which  could  be  given  without 
carrying  with  it  the  power  of  alienation. 

Woolmore  v.  Burrows  (h)  was  a  case  of  a  slightly  different 
kind.  There  the  direction  was,  that  the  property  should 
be  closely  entailed;  and  in  such  cases  the  Court,  attaching 
a  distinct  meaning  to  a  strict  settlement,  so  frames  it  as  to 
give  to  the  first  taker  the  largest  possible  enjoyment  (in- 
cluding, therefore,  the  power  of  cutting  timber,  and  the 
like,)  which  can  be  given  without  the  power  of  alienation. 

The  strongest  case  is  Barikes  v.  Le  Despeneer  (c) .  There 
the  limitations  of  a  settlement  were  to  two  persons  suc- 
cessively for  life,  punishable  for  voluntary  waste,  and 

(a)  2  Yem.  526.     (6)  1  Sim.  512.     (c)  10  Sim.  576 ;  11  Id.  508. 
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then  to  trustees^  upon  trusty  to  convey  the  land  in  strict 
settlement^  as  counsel  should  advise  or  the  Court  oi 
Chancery  should  direct ;  and  the  Court  dii*ected  a  settle- 
ment in  which  the  first  estate  for  life  was  without  im- 
peachment of  waste.  This  was^  so  far^  a  strong  decision^ 
because  in  the  previous  life  estates  voluntary  waste 
had  been  left  punishable ;  but  the  decision  may  be  sus- 
tained on  the  ground  that  the  term  "  strict  settlement/' 
without  more,  is  understood,  in  accordance  with  the 
common  form  of  such  instruments,  to  imply  estates  for 
life  without  impeachment  of  waste ;  in  fact,  the  largest 
possible  estate  consistent  with  the  preservation  of  the 
property  in  the  family,  comprising,  as  such  settlements 
do  in  their  ordinary  form,  the  largest  powers  for  jointures, 
portions,  and  the  like,  so  as  to  make  the  tenant  for  life, 
as  nearly  as  may  be,  owner,  so  far  as  that  character  can 
be  separated  from  the  power  of  alienation. 

Wliite  V.  Briggs  (a)  was  a  very  clear  case,  because  there 
the  testator  had  said :  I  give  to  my  wife  the  entire  use  of 
all  my  property,  and  after  her  death  my  nephew  to  be 
considered  heir ;  but  I  direct  the  property  to  be  secured 
for  the  benefit  of  his  family.  These  two  directions  of 
course  were  not  enticply  consistent;  and  the  Court  di- 
rected a  conveyance,  in  which  the  widow's  life  interest 
(which  was  an  immediate  devise,  and  not  within  the 
power  of  the  Court  to  affect,  except  by  way  of  construc- 
tion) was  made  dispunishable  for  waste,  and  a  life  estate 
was  given  to  the  nephew  also  without  impeachment  of 
waste,  on  the  same  principle  which  prevailed  in 
the  other  cases.  All  these  authorities  have  this  com* 
mon  quality,  viz.  that  words  importing  a  larger  estate 
are  cut  down  to  an  estate  for  life  without  impeachment 
of  waste ;  but  no  case  has  been  cited  where  an  estate  for 
life  has  had  any  addition  made  to  it  by  the  manner  in 
which  the  Court  has  executed  an  executory  trust. 
(a)  15  Sim.  17;  2  Pli.  583. 


1863. 


JudfftiietU. 
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In  this  case  there  is,  it  is  true,  a  devise  in  fee  to  the  tras- 
tee  j  but  that  does  not  affect  the  question,  because  it  is  upon 
Batxitpobt.  trust  to  settle.  The  circumstance  that  the  trustee  is  en- 
JfU^tZnt.  t^'^*®^  ^i*^  ^  large  discretion  as  to  the  extent  of  jointuring 
powers  and  other  matters,  does  not  indicate  that  he  is  (as 
against  his  own  children)  tohave  power  to  deprive  them  of  a 
large  amount  of  property.  Then  there  is  a  direction  that 
the  settlement  shall  contain  all  usual  and  proper  provisions 
for  giving  effect  to  testator's  intention  as  therein  ex- 
pressed; but  that  is  an  intention  to  give  a  life  estate, 
and  nothing  more.  The  settlement  is  also  to  embrace 
all  such  other  powers  and  provisions  as  counsel  shall 
advise;  and  we  must  consider  the  will  in  the  light  of 
instructions  to  counsel;  and  upon  such  instructionB 
counsel  must  advise  for  the  benefit  of  all  persons  in- 
terested, and  would  not  be  justified  in  inserting  words 
making  the  tenant  for  life  dispunishable  for  waste, 
except  byway  of  suggestion,  for  the  consideration  of  the 
settlor,  with  a  query  appended  whether  this  was  what  was 
meant.  In  construing  the  testator's  intention,  the  Court 
cannot  put  this  query,  and  cannot,  therefore,  introduce 
the  Words  without  first  discovering  a  clear  intention  to 
give  all  that  could  be  given  without  the  power  of 
alienation.  This  intention  is  what  you  find  in  all  tiie 
authorities  relied  on ;  but  here  there  is  nothing  of  the 
sort,  but  only  an  intention  to  give  an  estate  for  life,  witii 
certain  large  powers  annexed  to  it. 

Some  argpmient  was  founded  on  the  nature  of  the 
property,  which  seems  to  consist  in  great  part  of  timber ; 
and  under  these  circumstances,  one  would  have  expected 
to  find  an  express  direction  as  to  the  powers  of  cutting 
timber  to  be  given  to  the  tenant  for  life ;  and  certainly 
not  that  such  a  power  should  be  given  merely  by  the 
general  words  '^  such  powers  as  counsel  shall  advise,''  and 
this  where  a  power  of  sale  and  exchange  is  in  terms 
directed  to  be  given. 
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On  tliese  grounds  it  appears  to  me  impossible  to  add 
to  the  life  estate  given  by  the  will.  At  the  same  time^  I 
can  give  the  trustees  such  powers  as  will  be  necessary 
for  the  proper  management  of  the  estate^  for  the  benefit 
of  all  persons  interested  therein. 


1868. 


JuigmenU 


Establish  the  will  and  carry  the  troBta  into  execation.  Hefer  it 
to  Chambers  to  effect  a  proper  settlement. 

DscLAB£  that  snch  settlement  onght  not  to  make  the  tenant  for 
life  dispunishable  for  waste,  but  that  proper  powers  should  be  inserted 
enabling  the  trustees  to  cut  timber  in  due  course  of  management,  for 
the  benefit  of  all  persons  interested  in  the  estate. 

Costs  of  all  parties  to  be  charged  on  the  estate. 


MUmie. 


BDTB  V.  ADDISON. 


I 


ITov.  I7ik. 


Coveuami   to 

tetUe  Jkt¥r€ 

J*tops§'iy   ' 


N  the  settlement,  dated  the  22nd  of  July,  1845,  on  the 
marriage  of  the  Plaintiff  (then  Jane  Bell)  and  the  De- 
fendant John  Edye,  was  contained  a  recital  of  an  inten- 
tion to  settle  any  fiiture  property  that  the  wife  might  J^  *!^* 

acquire ;  and  the  following  covenant : —  marriage  set- 

tlement by 

"  And  the  said  John  Edye  and  Jane  Bell  the  younger  do  ^J*J^^^ 

hereby  jointly  for  themselves,  their  heirs,  executors,  and  aU  property  of 

administrators,  and  each  of  them  doth  hereby  separately  £200  which 

for  himself  and  herself,  his  and  her  heirs,  executors,  and  '^^  ^Vjhand 
'  '  '  and  wife,  or 

administrators,  covenant  with  the   said  John  Bell  and  either  of  them 

Oeorge  Addison,  their  executors  and  administrators,  that  ihoiUd  during 

the  ooverture 
become  entitled  to  other  than  aeparate  piopertj  or  life  interests  of  the  wife : — Seld,  that 
property  devised  and  bcqueathea  to  the  husband  and  wife  as  joint-tenants  was  not  within 
the  covenant. 

SemhlSj  that  property  which  does  not  rest  in  possession  during  the  corerture  is  not  within 
a  oorenant  so  muned. 


Statmneni, 
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18CT.  ^  if  at  any  time  or  times  during  the  said  coverture  they 
the  said  John  Edye  and  Jane  Bell  the  younger^  or 
either  of  them  in  her  right,  shall,  by  gift,  descent,  suc- 
cession, or  otherwise  howsoever,  become  entitled  to  any 
reai  or  personal  estate,  property,  or  eflTects  of  the  value 
or  to  the  amount  of  £200  or  upwards  at  any  one  time 
(other  than  except  interests  which  shall  be  restricted  to 
the  life  of  the  said  Jane  Bell  the  younger,  or  which, 
whether  so  restricted  or  not,  shall  be  settled  and  limited 
to  her  separate  use  and  disposal,)  then  and  in  every  such 
case  the  same  shall  be  forthwith,  at  the  cost  of  the  said 
trust  estate,  conveyed,  transferred,  assured,  and  paid  to 
the  trustees  or  trustee  for  the  time  being  of  these 
presents,  upon  the  trusts  herein  declared  concerning  the 
trust  moneys  and  premises  hereinbefore  assigned  or 
assured  by  the  said  Jane  Bell  the  younger,  or  intended 
so  to  be,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  be  then  subsisting  or 
capable  of  taking  effect,  or  as  near  thereto  as  the  nature 
and  qualities  of  the  said  properties  respectively  will 
admit. 

Joseph  Bell,  a  brother  of  the  Plaintiff,  by  his  will, 
dated  the  23rd  of  August,  1861,  gave,  devised,  and 
bequeathed  all  his  real  and  personal  estate  unto  and  to 
the  use  of  the  Plaintiff  and  her  husband,  the  Defendant 
John  Edye,  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  as  joint  tenants,  subject,  nevertheless,  to  the 
payment  thereout  of  all  his  (the  testator^s)  just  debts,  and 
funeral  and  testamentary  expenses,  and  to  a  legacy  of 
£100,  and  an  annuity  of  £50  by  the  said  will  bequeathed. 
And  the  testator  appointed  the  Plaintiff,,  and  Defendant 
John  Edye,  executors  of  the  said  will. 

The  testator  died  on  the  3rd  of  October,  1862, 

There  had  been  no  issue  of  the  marriage,  and  this  Bill 
was  filed  by  the  wife  against  her  husband  and  the  trustee. 
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for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  a  declaration  whether  the 
property  taken  nnder  the  will  of  Joseph  Bell  was  subject 
to  the  covenant. 


1868. 


Mr.  Q%fa/rd,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hemming ,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

It  is  donbtful  whether  it  is  for  the  Plaintiff's  interest 
to  have  the  property  settled  or  not,  though  she  would 
rather  prefer  to  keep  it  out  of  settlement,  there  being  no 
probability  of  children  to  be  provided  for.  The  real 
contest,  however,  is  between  the  Defendants.  The  prin- 
ciple seems  to  be,  that  husband  and  wife  taking  by  en- 
tireties cannot  under  this  gift  be  said  to  be  possessed  in 
right  of  the  wife,  and  if  not,  the  property  is  not  subject 
to  the  covenant.  Both  in  estate  and  devolution  the 
interest  taken  under  the  will  of  Joseph  Bell  is  distinct 
from  an  interest  taken  in  right  of  the  wife,  neither  hus- 
band nor  wife  having  the  power  alone  to  ahenate  or  sever : 
'Prest.Est,  (a),  2  Jarm.  on  Wills (6),  Atcheson  v.  Ateheson (c). 


Ar^ment, 


Mr.  Bolt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Druce,  for  the  husband : — 

The  property  is  not  subject  to  the  covenant.  There 
can  be  no  doubt  as  to  the  construction  of  the  covenant. 
It  cannot  mean  everything  taken  by  the  husband  and 
wife,  and  everything  taken  by  either  of  them  in  her 
right,  because  the  recital  shows  that  the  covenant  was  to 
operate  only  on  the  wife's  future  property,  and  not  on 
anything  taken  by  the  husband  otherwise  than  in  her 
right.  Then  does  this  devise  to  husband  and  wife  as 
joint  tenants  consist  of  property  taken  in  her  right? 
Atcheson  v.  Atcheson  is  conclusive  on  this  point ;  and  as 
to  the  course  there  taken  to  protect  the  wife's  right  by 
survivorship,  that,  if  correct  at  all,  could  only  be  followed 
in  a  suit  to  execute  Joseph  BclVs  will,  and  not  by  applying 


{a)  Page  131.  (b)  Page  231.  {c)  11  Beav.  485. 
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Af^fMltia 


a  covenant  whicli  has  no  application.  It  is  clear  that  the 
interest  is  as  much  the  husband^s  as  the  wife's  ;  and  as 
there  is  no  power  of  severance^  there  is  nothing  that  can 
be  settled :  Moffatt  v.  Bunnie  (a),  Warrington  v.  War- 
rington  (6).  Nor  can  yon  speculate  as  to  the  motive  of 
the  gift :  Cole  v.  Wade  (c). 


Mr.  Osborne,    Q.C. 
Trustee : — 


and  Mr.  W.  W.  Cooper,  for  the 


The  property  is  within  the  scope  and  intention  of  the 
covenant.  In  Atcheson  v.  Atcheson,  the  motive  of  the 
gift  was  the  husband's  merit;  and  that  may  have 
induced  the  Court  to  treat  it  as  not  being  an  acquisition 
in  right  of  the  wife.  Assume  that  the  husband  and  wife 
take  by  entireties^  but  if  so  the  wife  is  interested  in  the 
whole ;  and  as  it  cannot  be  severed^  the  whole  must  be 
settled.  But  here  the  form  of  the  gift  is  in  joint 
tenancy;  and  at  any  rate  the  doctrine  laid  down  by 
Preston  will  not  apply  to  the  personal  estate :  Ripley  v. 
Woods  (d),  Jtt.  Oen.  v.  BoccIik^s  (e). 

Mr.  Rolt,  in  reply  : — 

The  covenant  includes  only  property  falling  into  pos- 
session during  the  coverture,  otherwise  it  would  be 
necessary  to  sell  contingent  reversions,  which  is  never 
the  purpose  of  covenants  of  this  description.  The  limita- 
tion of  value  measured  by  a  money-sum  would  be  wholly 
inapplicable  to  a  contingent  reversion.  At  any  rate, 
such  interests  as  the  wife's  right  of  survivorship  are  not 
within  the  terms  of  this  covenant.  Such  a  right  is  not 
even  a  reversion,  any  more  than  the  interest  of  a  man's 
expectant  heir.  It  is  a  mere  continuation  of  the  same 
estate  which  the  husband  and  wife  during  the  coverture 
held  as  one  person. 

(a)  18  Beav.  211.  (b)  2  Hare  51.  {e)  16  Ves.  27. 

(rf)  2  Sim.  165.  {e)  9  Price,  30. 
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Vjcb-Chancelloe  Sir  W.  Page  Wood  : —  e^l?^ 

I  think  this  property  is  not  within  either  the  words  or 


the  intent  of  the  covenant.  As  to  the  words,  coupling 
the  recital  with  the  covenant  (and  indeed  without  the  j^^dgment, 
recital  there  would  be  little  room  for  doubt),  it  is  clearly 
limited  to  property  which  should  be  acquired  in  right  of 
the  wife.  Three  classes  of  property  are  comprised  :— 
First,  what  the  husband  and  wife  take  in  her  right; 
secondly,  what  the  husband  takes  in  her  right;  and 
thirdly,  what  the  wife  takes ;  and  there  is  moreover  an 
exception  of  all  life  interests  and  separate  property  of 

the  wife. 

♦ 

Now  the  property  in  question  comes  within  neither  of 
these  categories.  It  is  real  and  personal  property  given 
by  the  will  of  the  lady's  brother  to  the  husband  and 
wife,  as  ofifectually  to  one  as  to  the  other,  and  in  legal 
eflTect  to  the  pair,  as  one  person.  That  cannot  be  called 
property  taken  in  her  right,  and  is  certainly  not  within 
the  language  of  the  covenant  in  its  literal  meaning. 
Then  as  to  the  intent,  it  might  be  suggested  that  the 
degree  of  interest  which  the  wife  takes  in  this  gift  is 
property  within  the  spirit  of  the  covenant.  But  looking 
to  the  whole  scope  and  intent  of  covenants  of  this  kind 
(and  specially  of  this  particular  covenant),  the  natural 
conclusion  is,  that  they  are  meant  to  apply  only  to  what 
falls  in  during  the  coverture,  a  view  which  is  strength- 
ened in  this  case  by  the  exclusion  of  life  interests  and 
separate  property.  The  object  appears  to  be,  to  leave 
the  wife  at  liberty  to  deal  with  anything  which  she  may 
take,  free  from  the  liabilities  of  coverture,  and  to  settle 
only  what  would  be  subject  to  the  marital  power.  Now 
the  right  of  the  wife  under  this  gift  amounts  to  nothing 
more  than  the  right  of  survivorship,  she  and  her  husband 
taking  during  the  coyorture  as  one  person,  and  the 
control  belonging  to  him.  Therefore,  when  she  acquires 
any  beneficial  ownership  in  the  property  the  covertur© 

VOL.  !•  V  V  V 
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will  be  determined^  and  the  marital  oontrol  will  have 
ceased ;  and  this  interest  is  really  in  the  nature  of  separate 
property,  within  the  spirit  of  this  covenant.  So  if  we 
consider  the  mode  of  alienation,  the  wife  could  never  part 
with  such  an  interest  in  realty,  except  by  means  of  a  fine 
or  its  modem  equivalent,  and  not  with  the  personally,  be- 
cause it  is'of  a  reversionary  nature,  or  rather  would  be,  if 
it  were  proper  to  speak  of  her  interest  as  a  distinct  estate 
at  all.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  property  is 
neither  within  the  letter  nor  the  spirit  of  the  covenant ; 
and  there  will  be  a  declaration  accordingly. 


/.<^^^.;£;^.'^Jz^ 


WHITE 


V. 


JSUuhoagf  Com* 

Bondk^Prae' 
Hee — JPlead' 

A  Railway 
Company,  af- 
ter <nhatisti]ig 
their  ParUa- 
mentarj  bor- 
rowingpowera, 
iMued  Donda 
in  the  form 
known  as 

Bonds,  riz. 
an  acknow- 
ledgment of 
debt  and  a  co- 
venant to  pay, 
with  interest, 

day— pardy  to  the  objects  of  the  Company;  and  being  unable  to  raise 
a  contractor 

and  partly  to  persona  who  supplied  a  Parliamentary  depotlt.  At  the  timeoftheiasue 
the  Company  was  promoting  or  oontempUvking  a  bill,  which  was  ultimately  passed,  to  enable 
them  to  raise  further  share  and  loan  capital : — Seld^  on  demurrer,  that  theae  £so(a  would 
not  justify  the  Ck>urt  in  declaring  the  Ixmds  iUogaL 

SemhU,  that  a  Company  intending  to  issue  such  bonds  to  raise  a  Pariiamentaiy  deposit 
would  be  restrained  b^ore  the  mon^  was  raised ;  though^  after  the  money  ^ad  been  raiaed 
and  applied,  the  Court  would  not  interfere. 

Whether  such  bonds  would  be  valid  if  issued  for  the  purpose  of  evading  the  limitations 
of  a  Company's  borrowing  powers — Qiktre, 

A  suit  by  a  shareholder  to  restrain  an  illegal  act  must  be  in  form  on  behalf  of  all  the 
Shareholder^  though  it  may  be  sustained  notwithstanding  their  oppotitaoo* 


CARMABTHEN,   &c.,   RAILWAY 
COMPANY. 

i  HIS  case  came  on  upon  demurrer.  The  Bill  was  filed 
by  a  single  shareholder  against  the  Company,  the  direc- 
tors, and  a  contractor — the  material  statements  being  as 
follows : — 

The  Company  was  authorised  to  raise  £300,000  share, 
and  £80,000  loan  capital;  which  sums  were  reduced  by  a 
subsequent  Act  to  £200,000  share,  and  £60,000  loan 
capital;  and  they  had  raised  £174,000  by  shares,  and 
the  whole  £60,000  by  Parliamentary  debentures. 

The  sums  so  raised  were  insufficient  for  carrying  out 
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any  more  capital  by  shares,   ^^the  directors   devised  a      v-iS^fl^ 
scheme   for   evading   the  restriction   contained  in  their        White 

Act  as  to  the  amount  of  money  the  Company  was  em-  camojithlk 
powered  to  borrow ;  and  in  pm^suance  of  such  scheme^'      ^^• 
proposed  to  pay  the  contractor  for  the  railway  the  amount     C^iipakt. 
of  his  contracts  by  bonds,  in  the  following  form : —  SiatemeiU, 

The  Oarmarthen  ^'c.  Railway  Company. 

No.  Bond  for  £ 

The  Carmarthen  Railway  Company  do  hereby  acknow- 
ledge that  they  stand  indebted  to  in  the 
Bum  of  £  for  money  due  and  owing  from  the 
Company  to  the  said  .  And  the  Company,  for 
themselves,  their  successors,  and  assigns,  covenant  with 
the  said  ,  his  executors,  administrators,  and 
assigns,  to  pay  the  said  sum  of  £  upon  the  day 
of  ,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  £5  per 
cent,  per  annum  from  the  date  hereof  until  payment. 
Such  interest  to  be  payable  half-yearly,  upon  the 
day  of  and  the  day  of  in 
each  year.  Given  under  the  common  seal  of  the  Com-> 
pany  the                 day  of 

A.  B.,  Secretary, 
(L.  S.) 

N.B. — On  production  of  this  bond  the  interest,  when 
due,  will  be  paid  at  the  offices  of  the  Company. 

The  contractor,  before  agreeing  to  accept  payment  in 
this  form,  ascertained,  as  the  fact  was,  that  the  bonds 
could  only  be  negotiated  at  a  discount  of  from  £20  to 
£25  per  cent.,  and  made  his  contracts  accordingly ;  the 
effect  of  which  was  that  the  Company  paid  a  larger  sum 
for  the  execution  of  its  works  than  would  have  been  paid 
in  money,  and  the  profits  of  the  Company  became  charged 
with  a  wholly  unauthorised  debt. 
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^J^^^  Bonds  were  accordingly  issued  to  the  Defendant  Hohletij 

White  the  contractor;  and  in  January,  1862,  other  bonds  in  the 

CAnMABTHBN  sdihe  fomi  were  issued  to  raise  the  money  required  as  a 

RiiufAY  Parliamentary  deposit  6n  a  bill  promoted  by  the  Company 

CoMPAKT.  for  additional  capital  and  borrowing  powers,   and   the 

StaUmevU.  money  so  obtained  was  used  as  the  deposit. 

The  dates  of  the  issues  to  Holdm  and  the  days  of  pay- 
ment of  the  bonds  were  not  stated. 

In  the  year  1862,  the  Company  obtained  an  Act  empower- 
ing them  to  raise  forther  share  and  loan  capital,  but  no  steps 
had  since  been  taken  for  the  purpose  of  raising  such  capital; 
and  in  lieu  thereof,  the  directors  were  proceeding  to  carry 
out  their  works  by  means  of  such  bonds  as  aforesaid. 

The  Bill  also  alleged  that  the  directors  intended  to 
issue  more  bonds  in  evasion  of  the  restrictions  on  their 
borrowing  powers,  and  prayed  a  declaration  that  the  issue 
of  the  bonds  was  illegal,  and  an  injunction. 

To  this  Bill  the  Defendants  demurred. 


Argument, 


Mr.  Rolt,  Q.O.,  Mr.  Gifard,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Loeock 
Webbf  for  the  demurrer: — 

The  Company  can  lawfully  incur  debt  for  work  or 
other  legitimate  purposes  of  their  Acts,  and  may  then 
execute  a  document  acknowledging  the  debt,  and  cove- 
nanting to  pay  it.  But  whatever  irregnlarity  there  might 
be  in  the  course  taken,  it  is  too  late  to  impeach  it  after 
the  Company  have  had  the  benefit  of  the  transaction : 
Bahefi^8  case  (a),  Troup's  case  (6),  Agar  v.  Athenoimiv 
Society  (c).  Then  the  Bill  is  demurrable  for  not  being  on 
behalf  of  all  shareholders  :  Mozley  v.  Alston  (d). 

Sir  JET.  Cairns,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Roxburgh,  for  the  Bill : — 

Aj3  to  the  technical  objection,  it  is  settled  that  any  one 

shareholder  has  a  right  to  restrain  an  illegal  act  on  the 

(a)lDr.&Siiu66.  (*) 29 Bear.  863.    W6W.R.277.    (<01Pli.790. 
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part  of  the  directors,  even  though  all  the  other  share- 
holders dissent.  Therefore,  where  illegality  is  alleged, 
it  is  no  objection  that  the  Bill  is  not  on  behalf  of  all. 
The  difficulty  at  any  rate  was  removed  by  the  Chancery 
Improvement  Act,  which  enabled  any  one  cestui  que 
trust  to  sue  his  trustee  without  joining  the  others  in- 
terested,  and  to  give  them  notice  of  the  decree. 

As  to  the  substance  of  the  case,  the  allegations  amount 
to  this,  that  the  Company,  having  a  limited  borrowing 
power,  which  they  had  exhausted,  issued  these  bonds  for 
the  purpose  of  evading  the  restriction  in  their  Act.  If  that 
is  not  illegal,  it  is  a  farce  to  put  any  limit  on  borrowing 
powers;  and  the  serious  injury  to  the  shareholders  is 
obvious  when  the  bonds  could  only  be  issued  at  a  heavy 
discount. 


1868. 
White 

V. 

Carmarthen 
Railway 

COUFAKY. 

Argument, 


Vice-Chancblloe  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

I  think  this  demurrer  must  be  allowed.  Without 
expressing  any  general  opinion  as  to  the  legality  of 
issuing  bonds  of  this  description,  I  cannot  resist  the 
conclusion  that  the  equity  is  not  stated  with  sufficient 
clearness  to  sustain  this  BiU.  There  is  no  doubt  a  state- 
ment that  the  issue  of  the  bonds  was  a  scheme  for 
evading  the  Companjr's  Act ;  but  a  general  allegation  of 
that  kind  ¥dll  not  sustain  a  Bill,  unless  the  circumstances 
appearing  on  the  face  of  the  Bill  are  such  as  to  show  that 
the  issue  of  the  bonds  really  was  an  evasion  of  the  Act. 
The  facts  averred  are,  that  the  Company  were  empowered 
by  their  original  Act  to  raise  £300,000  of  share  capital, 
and  to  borrow  a  sum  not  exceeding  £80,000 ;  and  that 
by  a  subsequent  Act  the  capital  was  reduced  to  £200,000, 
and  the  borrowing  powers  to  £60,000.  Then  it  is  stated 
that  a  considerable  amount  of  capital  was  subscribed  and 
partially  paid  up,  and  that  the  full  amount  of  £60,000 
was  borrowed.    Then  the  seventh  paragraph  states  what 


Judgmmd. 
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186^'  is  called  the  scheme  for  evading  the  Act  j  it  avers  that 
White  the  sums  raised  as  capital  and  by  loans  were  insufficient 
Carmarthen  ^^^  carrying  into  eflTect  the  objects  of  the  Company  ^  and 
that  having  spent  the  whole  of  the  paid  up  capital  and 
the  amount  raised  by  loans,  the  Company  purposed  to 
pay  the  contractors  for  the  work  to  be  done,  by  bonds 
payable  at  certain  deferred  periods,  with  interest  in  the 
meantime. 


&0. 

Railway 

COMPAMT. 

Judgment, 


As  against  the  pleader,  I  must  assume  that  the  bonds 
were  only  made  payable  after  the  lapse  of  a  considerable 
interval  of  time,  sufficient  to  enable  the  contractor  in  the 
meantime  to  get  forward  with  the  works ;  so  that  there 
would  be  profits  out  of  which  the  payments  might  come. 
The  date  of  the  transaction  is  not  precisely  given,  but  we 
are  told  on  the  face  of  the  Bill  that  the  Company  applied 
to  Parliament  in  the  year  1862  for  power  to  raise  ftirther 
capital.  Now  if  it  be  possible  to  suppose  any  state  of  cir- 
cumstances consistent  with  the  allegations  of  the  Bill, 
which  would  make  the  issue  of  these  bonds  lawful,  the 
demurrer  must  be  allowed.  It  is  quite  consistent  with 
all  the  averments  to  assume  that  the  Company,  being 
about  to  apply  to  Parliament  in  1862  for  further  powers 
of  raising  money,  and  having  a  reasonable  expectation  of 
success  (as  indeed  they  must  have  had,  for  the  applica- 
tion was  successful),  and  being  anxious  to  commence  their 
works  in  the  meantime,  were  desirous  of  making  a 
bargain  with  the  contractor  that  he  should  commence  the 
works  at  once,  to  be  paid  out  of  the  moneys  which  it  was 
expected  the  Company  would  be  authorised  to  raise. 
With  this  object,  and  for  the  purpose  of  giving  the  con- 
tractor some  evidence  of  the  debts  coming  due  to  him, 
the  Company  may  have  arranged  that  the  contractor 
should  be  content  with  a  deferred  payment  after  the 
expected  powers  should  have  been  obtained;  and  that  in 
the  meantime  these  bonds  should  be  issued  as  evidence 
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of  liig  claim  against  the  Company.     If  that  was  the      yJi^jL^ 
real  course  of  the  transaction  (and  it  is  quite  consistent       Whitb 
yfith  the  Bill  to  suppose  that  it  was,)  I  am  not  prepared  {UBMAWHwir 
to  say  that  the  Company  have  exceeded  their  powers  so     ^^^* 
as  to  jnstify  the  interference  of  this  Conrt  in  the  manner     Com fakt. 
prayed  for.  jj^iii^. 

It  is  alleged,  it  is  tme,  that  the  issue  of  these  bonds 
was  a  very  bad  way  of  raising  money,  and  very  preju- 
dicial to  the  interests  of  the  Company ;  but  it  is  clear, 
from  Fobs  v.  Sarbottle,  that  this  is  no  ground  for  the 
interposition  of  the  Court,  it  being  a  matter  of  internal 
arrangement,  as  to  which  the  shareholders  must  protect 
their  own  interests. 

The  only  question  before  me  is,  whether  this  mode  of 
raising  money  is  one  which  the  Company,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, were  not  authorised  to  adopt.  The  point 
which  seemed  to  me  most  open  to  doubt  is  that  which 
relates  to  the  form  of  the  bond.  The  Companies  Clauses 
Act  (8  &  9  Yict.  c.  16,  s.  41)  enacts  that  every  bond 
may  be  according  to  the  form  in  the  schedule  to  the 
Ax^,  or  to  the  like  effect ;  and  that  is  a  form  by  which 
the  Company,  by  virtue  of  their  special  Act,  in  consi- 
deration of  a  specified  sum,  bind  themselves  to  pay  on  a 
certain  day,  with  interest  in  the  meantime.  The  form  of 
the  bond  set  out  in  the  Bill  is  simply  an  acknowledgment 
of  debt  without  reference  to  the  special  Act  or  to  the 
consideration,  and  a  covenant  to  pay  on  a  fixed  day, 
with  interest  in  the  meantime.  The  question  is,  whether 
this  is  to  be  regarded  not  as  a  mere  covenant  to  pay  a 
valid  debt  (which  would  be  clearly  legal),  but  as  a  device 
for  issuing  more  bonds  than  the  Company's  Act 
authorises.  I  think,  as  the  facts  are  stated,  there  is  not 
enough  to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  it  is  such  a  device. 
The  Company,  being  about  to  apply  for  furrier  borrowing 
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powers,  engage  to  give  their  contractor  a  bond  for 
a  deferred  payment.  Upon  that  alone  I  do  not  think  I 
can  hold  that  the  bond  is  necessarily  a  breach  of  the 
Btatnte. 

The  other  point  appears  to  me  less  strong  against  the 
Company.  K  they  were  now  about  to  apply  for  an  Act, 
and  to  issue  such  bonds  for  raising  the  money  required 
for  the  Parliamentary  deposit,  it  is  possible  that  the 
Court  might  restrain  them  from  so  doing ;  but  that  is 
very  different  from  interfering  after  the  money  has  been 
raised  and  employed,  bonfi.  fide  and  successfully,  for  the 
puipose  of  obtaining  the  further  Act.  After  money  has 
been  advanced  to  the  Company  on  the  faith  of  these 
bonds,  and  used  by  the  Company  as  a  deposit,  and 
aft^er  the  new  Act  has  been  by  these  means  obtained,  it 
would  be  impossible  to  say  that  the  money  is  not  to  be 
returned  to  the  persons  who  advanced  it. 


Then  as  to  the  prayer  to  restrain  the  ftiture  issue  of 
such  bonds,  I  must  read  that  as  applying  only  to  the 
issue  to  the  contractor,  and  not  to  any  issue  for  the 
purpose  of  providing  a  deposit,  no  impending  application 
to  Parliament  being  averred.  I  have  already  dealt  with 
that  part  of  the  case,  and  I  cannot  say,  on  the  allegations 
of  this  Bill,  that  the  issue  pf  such  bonds  is  an  act 
beyond  the  powers  of  the  directors. 


I  am  also  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiff  cannot  maintain 
this  Bill  without  suing  on  behalf  of  all  the  shareholders ; 
though,  if  he  made  out  a  case  of  illegality,  it  would  not  be 
necessary  that  they  should,  in  fact,  concur  with  him, 
because  the  Court  assumes  that  all  shareholders  are 
interested  in  preventing  illegality.  The  suggestion,  that 
the  Chancery  Improvement  Act  (15  &  16  Vict.  c.  86, 
8.  42),  enables  a  single  shareholder  to  sue  the  directors 
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as  trustees  without  joining  the  other  shareholders,  is,  I  v^22L/ 

think,  unfounded,  the  Act  not  contemplating  any  case  of  White 

this  description.     It  would  be  most  improper  to  allow  a  Carmarthen 

single  shareholder  to  file  a  Bill  of  this  character  with  the  *°* 

view  of  summoning  the  other  shareholders  in  Chambers,  Company. 

after  a  decree.  JitdffmetU, 

On  both  grounds,  therefore,  the  demurrer  must  be 
allowed. 

Demurrer  allowed  with  costs.    Leave  to  amend.  Mimte, 


Note. — This  suit  was  afterwards  compromised. 


2  L^/l^^  Of  -•  f^^JiS"^ 

STEELE  V.  STUAET.  2)tfe.i7«,2W. 

jPrcKUee — 

TSerrieeout  of 
HIS  was  an  application  to  discharge  an  order  for  ser-  ^^^*^^T7 

vice  on  two  Defendants  in  Scotland,  Order  X,  ruU 

7— sua,  2 

JP»W.4,e.33— 
The  Plaintiff  carried  on  business  in  Liverpool,  and  the  *  ^^  WUL  4, 
two  Scotch  Defendants,  who  carried  on  busmess  at  Kir-    Vict.  c.  94— 
Jcaldy,  of  the  firm  of   Stai{f   ^  Stuart,   were  agents  of  ^^^^^2^*^^* 
T<mm  ^  Co,,  a  firm  in  Sydney.    The  Plaintiff  was  in  the  The  Orders  of 
habit  of  shipping  goods  to  Towns  8f  Co,,  and  drawing  bills  ^^^^  °oSer 
against  them  through  Staig  Sf  Stuart.     Stai^  ^'  Stuart  ^^^'^^ 
had  directed  Taivns  Sf  Co.  to  remit  certain  proceeds  of  Defendants 
the  Plaintiff's  shipments  to  their  London  bankers  and  ^didion,^^' 
agents,    Messrs.    Stuart  Brothers,    who  were   also   De-  ^^JJ^,^ 
fendants ;  and  certain  letters  were  set  out  in   the  Bill,  WilL  4,  o.  88, 
in  which  it  was   stated    that    these  proceeds  were    in  4,0. 82,  but 
the  hands  of  the  London  bankers ;  but  the  Bill  contained  J^  ^^^^^ 

no  distinct  averment  of  the  fact.     Staig  8f  Stuart  having  8  &  4  Vict* 

0. 94,  and  4  &  5 
Vict.  c.  52,  and  of  the  course  of  practice  founded  upon  them.  Under  these  Orders  the 
Court  has  discretion  to  refuse  to  order  service  abroad,  and  wiU  do  so,  not  only  when, 
as  in  Cookney  y.  Anderson,  the  whole  subject  matter  is  beyond  the  jurisdiction,  but  also 
when  there  are  no  means  of  effectually  reaching  the  parties  to  the  suit. 
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BiaUmmU, 


&jled,  the  Bill  prayed  that  the  said  proceeds  might  be 
declared  to  be  applicable  to  coTer  the  bills  drawn  in  the 
course  of  business,  as  above  described. 

An  order  for  service  on  the  two  Scotch  Defendants  was 
obtained,  and  a  motion  was  now  made  to  discharge  it 


Af^umeni.      .  Mr.  Wkitehouse,  for  the  motion : — 

The  power  of  the  Court  to  order  service  abroad  is  given 
only  by  the  statutes  2  Will.  4,  c.  33  and  4  &  5  Will.  4,  c.  82, 
and  is  limited  by  them  to  cases  affecting  ^^land  in  England 
and  Ireland  respectively,  or  any  charge,  lien,  judgment, 
or  incumbrance  thereon,  or  any  money  invested  in  any 
Government  or  other  public  stock  or  public  shares  in  public 
companies  or  concerns,  or  concerning  the  dividends  or  pro- 
duce thereof.^'  The  Consolidated  Order  X.,  rule  7,  must 
be  read  as  confined  within  the  same  limits  as  has  been 
expressly  held  in  Cookney  v.  Anderson  (a). 

Mr.  Bruce,  for  the  Plaintiff:— 

The  object  of  the  suit  is  to  compel  a  London  banking 
house  to  apply  money  in  their  hands  for  the  purpose  to 
which  the  money  has  been  duly  appropriated.  The 
bankers  are  Defendants,  and  the  Court,  therefore,  has 
jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  of  the  suit.  This 
relieves  me  from  Cookney  v.  Anderson,  where  there  was 
no  jurisdiction  at  all,  the  subject-matter  and  all  the 
Defendants  being  in  Scotland,  Whitmore  v.  My  an  {b)  is 
a  distinct  authority  that  the  33rd  Order  of  May,  1845, 
(which  is  re-enacted  as  Order  X.,  rule  7,  of  the  Consoli- 
dated Orders),  gave  the  Court  jurisdiction,  in  its  discre- 
tion, to  order  service  abroad  in  all  cases,  whether  they 
did  or  did  not  fall  within  the  words  of  the  statutes  of 


(a)  11  W.  R  628. 


(b)  4  Bm,  619. 
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Will.  4;  and  that  has  been  the  practice  from  1846  to 
the  present  time.  This  case  has  never  been  over- 
ruled.  [He  also  cited  Kirwan  v.  Daniel  (a),  Mitford^s 
Pleadings  (6).] 

Mr.  WhitehausQ  replied. 
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Arffwmeni. 


Vice-Chancbllob  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : — 

This  case  is  one  of  considerable  importance  with  respect 
to  the  general  practice  of  the  Court  •  in  coming  to  a 
conclusion  on  which  it  is  necessary  to  have  regard  to  what 
has  been  constantly  done  for  a  l6ng  series  of  years.  * 


Judgmefd. 


The  question  is,  whether  or  not  an  order  for  service  on 
two  Defendants  in  Scotland  ought  to  be  discharged.  The 
Bill  claims  a  lien  on  moneys  in  the  hands  of  Stuart 
Brothers f  who  are  the  agents  of  the  two  Scotch  Defendai;ts. 
The  contract  is  thus  stated: — ^The  Plaintiff  carries  on 
business  at  Liverpool.  Two  of  the  Defendants  carry 
on  business  at  Sydney  under  the  firm  of  Towns  8f  Co. 
The  firm  of  Staig  Sp  Stuart  (who  are  the  two  Scotch 
Defendants)  carried  on  business  at  Kirhaldy,  in  Scotland, 
and  were  the  agents  of  Towns  Sf  Co,  The  Defendants 
James  Stuart  and  J,  Gordon  Stuart  carry  on  business  in 
London  under  the  firm  of  Stuart  Brothers,  and  are  the 
.  bankers  and  agents  of  Stan^  ^  Stuart, 

The  Bill  alleges  that  the  Plaintiff,  on  shipping  goods 
to  Touns  8f  Co,,  sent  them  the  bills  of  lading,  with 
instructions  to  sell  on  account  of  the  Plaintiff  and  remit 
the  proceeds  through  Staig  8f  Stuart.  The  Plaintiff 
advised   Staig   8f   Stuart  of   the    shipments,  and    sent 


(a)  7  Hare  347. 


(*)  Page  164. 


Judgment. 
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1863^  them  one  or  two  bills  of  lading  of  the  set  which  they 
ordinarily  forwarded  to  Tomns  8f  Co,  The  Plaintiff, 
or  Siaig  8^  Stuart,  drew  against  the  shipments,  and 
the  drafts  were  discounted  by  Staig  8r  Stuart,  and 
the  proceeds  remitted  to  the  Pltdntiff.  The  averments 
amount  to  this :  that  the  proceeds  of.  the  goods  Vere, 
according  to  the  course  of  business,  to  be  set  apart  to 
cover  the  bills.  Then  the  19th  paragraph  suggests, 
though  it  does  not  distinctly  aver,  that  Towns  Sf  Co,  had, 
at  the  request  of  Staig  8f  StuaH,  remitted  out  of  the 
proceeds  to  Stuart  Brothers  certain  sums  to  meet  the 
bills,  and  that  these  were  still  in  their  hands,  as  the 
agents  of  Stai<j  ^  Stuart,  when  Stai^  8f  Stuart  sus- 
pended payment. 

I  think  it  would  be  impossible  for  me  to  overrule  the 
great  weight  of  authority  for  the  existing  practice  of 
the  Court.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  in  Whiimore 
V.  JRyan  (a),  which  was  decided  as  long  ago  as  1846, 
almost  every  argument  was  used  which  is  to  be  found 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor.  Nevertheless, 
the  contention  against  the  jurisdiction  did  not  prevail. 
The  General  Orders  made  in-  1845,  on  which  this  de- 
cision was  come  to,  were  made  under  the  powers  of  the 
3rd  &  4th  Vict.  c.  94  and  the  4th  &  5th  Vict.  c.  62, 
by  which  statutes  all.  rules  and  orders  to  be  made  by  the 
Court  of  Chancery  were  to  be  laid  before  Parliament. 
By  the  second  of  these  statutes,  the  rules  were  to  be 
valid  unless  objected  to  by  either  House  of  Parliament 
within  thirty-six  days.  There  was  an  extraordinary  sanc- 
tion thus  given  to  these  rules.  Parliament  reserved  to 
itself  the  right  of  judging  of  these  rules ;  and  either 
House,  by  a  simple  resolution,  might  annihilate  them.  The 
rules  framed  in  1845  passed  this  ordeal ;  and  in  1846  Vice- 
Chancellor  Wigram  decided  that  the  rules  were  valid  to  an 
(a)  4  Hare,  612. 
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extent  altogether  beyond  the  limits  of  the  Acts  of  Will.  4. 
This  decision  has  been  nniformly  acted  on  by  the  Conrt 
for  seventeen  years. 

In  that  state  of  things  this  Conrt  is  too  weak  to  over- 
throw a  practice  so  firmly  established.  It  should  be 
observed  too  (and  this  perhaps  was  one  reason  why  Par- 
liament did  not  think  fit  to  interfere  with  the  roles^)  that 
they  were  merely  permissive,  and  that  the  Court  in 
several  cases  has  refused  to  exercise  the  jurisdiction 
given  by  them.  Moreover,  these  Orders  were  re-enacted 
by  all  the  judges  under  the  Chancellorship  of  Lord 
Campbell.  The  decision  in  Oookney  v.  Anderson  amounts 
only  to  this  (though  the  reasons  assigned,  no  doubt, 
go  much  deeper),  that  the  case  was  one  in  which  the 
Court  never  had  jurisdiction  over  the  subject  matter  of 
the  suit.  The  Lord  Chancellor,  however,  puts  it  on 
higher  grounds,  and  says  that  there  is  no  power  in  any 
case  beyond  what  is  expressly  conferred  by  the  terms  of 
the  Acts  of  Will.  4.  There  are  two  possible  classes  of 
cases,  one  where  the  Court  has  no  jurisdiction  at  all ;  the 
other  where  it  declines  to  exercise  it,  because  it  has  no 
means  of  reaching  the  parties  and  enforcing  its  decrees. 
The  Act  was  never  intended  to  give  the  Court  of  Chancery 
authority  to  bring  before  it  matters  of  common  law,  or 
other  subjects  foreign  to  its  jurisdiction.  Any  such 
attempt  would  be  invalid ;  but  the  rules  of  1845  are  of  a 
different  character,  and  have  received  a  remarkable  sanc- 
tion from  the  acquiescence  of  Parliament.  We  have, 
moreover,  the  decision  of  one  of  the  judges  long  acquiesced 
in,  the  adoption  of  the  rules  by  Lord  Campbell  and  all  the 
judges  in  the  Consolidated  Orders,  and  all  that  done 
before  the  decision  of  Cookney  v.  Anderson.  I  have 
thought  it  right,  on  account  of  the  respect  which  is  due 
to  the  judgment  of  the  Lord  Chancellor,  to  explain  why  I 
feel  unable  to   depart   from  the  established  course  of 
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practice ;  but  the  Court  has  a  discretion  under  the  Orders , 
and  in  this  particolar  case  it  i^pears  to  me  that  the  liti- 
gation against  these  Defendants  is  essentially  Scotch. 
The  Plaintiff  chooses  to  deal  with  a  Scotch  house;  and 
then  contends  that  they  are  not  to  avail  themselves  of 
the  bills^  on  the  sole  ground  that  the  remittances  are  in 
the  hands  of  their  London  agents ;  and  if  that  were 
distinctly  averred^  the  case  might  fall  within  the  principle 
of  Maunder  v.  Lloyd  (a) .  But  I  find  no  sufficient  averment 
that  the  property  is  here  in  England. 

I  shall  therefore  discharge  the  order  for  service^  with- 
out costs,  but  only  on  the  ground  that  I  do  not  consider 
it  expedient,  as  a  matter  of  discretion,  to  allow  the  order 
to  go  in  the  present  state  of  the  averments,  leaving  it 
open  to  the  Plaintiff  to  make  such  application  as  he  may 
think  fit,  when  the  matter  shall  have  been  put  in  a  more 
complete  shape. 


^12J.'^'**  ^/a^^'    ^f   ^^"^ 


strueiion — 
Conflict  of 

Law9 — Child 

— Ihreiffn 
Domieil — 

I^gUimaiion, 

Gift  by  the 


/^^X/J^/vr 


BOTES  V.  BEDALE. 
.  HIS  case  came  on  upon  further  consideration. 


The  testator,  James  Clegg,  by  his  will,  dated  the  18th 

um  by  tbe       ^^  March,  1843,  bequeathed  £6000  to  trustees,  upon  trust 

wiUof  aterta.   for  his  uephew  Ednvund  Bwme  Olegg  for  life,  and  after 

in  England,  of  ^^  decease,  upon  trust  for  his  wife  for  life  for  her 

£5000  *ki         separate  use,  and  after  the  death  of  the  survivor  to  divide 

trust  for  ^.  for  the  principal  amonsr  his  children  attaininfir  the  acre   of 

life,  remainder  x  t    .^        ^ 

to  his  wife  for   twenty-one  years,  and  if  only  one  child,   to  that  only 

to  i^^Jhis  ^^^-     '^^  testator   died  a  domiciled  Englishman,  on 

chfldren  at  21.  the  19th  of  AuOTSt,  1843. 

Afterthe  ®       ' 

death  of  the  testator,  A,,  haying  acquired  a  French  domidl,  had  a  daughter  by  a  IVenek 

lady,  whom  he  subsequently  married  in  IVance,  and  legitimated  the  child  aooording  to 

the  Drench  law,  by  a  contemporaneous  acknowledgment : — ffeld,  that  the  term  <*  children  * 

in  the  will  must  bo  construed  according  to  the  law  of  England,  and  that  the  daughter  was 

not  entitled  to  any  interest  in  the  £5000 

W  2  J.  &  H.  718. 
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Edmund  Bums  Oleggj  who  was  also  originally  domi* 
ciled  in  England,  resided  chiefly  in  France,  from  the  year 
1840,  and  ultimately,  some  time  before  the  year  1852,  ac- 
quired a  French  domicil.  In  1852,  he  formed  a  connection 
with  a  French  lady,  the  Defendant  Marie  Anne  Croc  or 
Clegg,  by  whom  he  had  a  daughter  the  Defendant  Catharine 
Edmie  Croc  or  Clegg,  bom  on  the  17th  of  November,  1853. 
On  the  11th  of  September,  1858,  Edmund  Bums  Clegg 
married  Marie  Anne  Croc  in  France ,  and  acknowledged  the 
daughter,  and  thereby  legitimated  her  according  to  the 
law  of  Iranee. 

Edmund  Bums  Clegg  died  in  1859,  and  the  question 
which  now  arose  was,  whether  the  Defendant  Catharine 
Edmie  Croc  or  Clegg  was  entitled  to  the  £5000,  there 
being  no  other  child  of  Edmund  Bums  Clegg. 
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Mr.  Bolt,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Q.  L.  Bmeell,  for  the  Plaintiffs, 
the  trustees  of  the  will. 

Mr.  Daniel,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Drewry  for  the  widow  and 
daughter  of  E.  B.  Clegg : — 

There  is  no  dispute  about  the  marriage,  and  the  right 
of  the  widow  to  the  life  interest  is  now  admitted.  Then 
the  French  domicil  is  clearly  proved  to  have  been  acquired 
before  either  the  birth  or  conception  of  the  child ;  and 
the  difficulty  which  arose  in  Wrighfs  Trusts  (a)  before 
your  Honor  does  not  occur. 

By  the  law  of  France,  of  which  evidence  is  given,  a 

marriage,  with  acknowledgment  of  a  child  previously 

bom,  legitimates  the  child ;  and  the  question  of  legitimacy, 

like  all  other  questions  of  status,  is  governed  by  the  law 

(a)  2  K.  &.  J.  595. 
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of  the  domicil,  i.e.,  in  this  case,  by  the  law  of  France, 
This  being  a  case  of  personalty,  the  nice  distinctions 
between  legitimacy  as  a  matter  of  personal  status  and 
heirship,  for  the  purpose  of  inheriting  Eiujlish  land,  do  not 
apply.  The  only  question  is,  was  the  Defendant  the 
child  of  E.  B.  Clegrj.  The  Eiiglwh  law  says  that  this 
question  must  be  determined  by  the  law  of  France,  and 
the  French  law  answers  it  in  the  afiirmative. 

[They  also  referred  to  Lloyd  v.  Lhyd  (a).  Be  Don's 
Estate  (6).] 

Mr.  James,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Karalake,  for  the  residuary 
legatee : — 

This  is  not  a  question  of  status,  to  be  governed  by  the 
law  of  domicil  of  the  person,  but  a  question  of  the  con- 
struction of  an  English  will,  to  be  determined  by  the  law 
of  the  testator's  domicil.  An  Englishman  making  his 
win  here  must  be  presumed  to  use  the  Ford  "  children  "  in 
the  sense  which  the  law  of  his  country  gives  to  the 
word.  The  law  of  France  does  not  give  to  a  marriage 
the  eflfect  of  legitimating  a  previously  bom  child  by 
relation  to  the  time  of  birth,  but  only  from  the  date' of 
the  marriage ;  the  term  by  which  such  a  child  is  de- 
signated, being  not  enfant  legitime,  but  enfant  naturel 
legitime.  At  the  testator's  death,  the  Defendant,  the 
daughter,  was  undoubtedly  not  a  child  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  will;  and  no  subsequent  operation  of  the 
French  law  can  give  her  that  quality.  If  it  could,  and 
there  had  been  other  children  who  had  acquired  rights 
in  the  meantime,  all  these  would  be  displaced  by  the 
supposed  legitimation  of  this  daughter.  The  children, 
to  be  entitled  at  all,  must  be  entitled  at  birth.  The  same 
principle  which  determines  that  subsequent  legitimation 
by  a  foreign  law   does  not   confer  heirship  to  English 

(a)  13  Beav.  401,  n.  (i)  4  Drew.  194. 
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lands,  or  even  the  right  to  take  as  persona  designata  ^Jfff; 
under  a  gift  to  the  heir  of  A.,  also  determines  that  it 
cannot  give  the  right  of  succession  to  personalty  go- 
verned by  English  law,  as  this  is,  in  consequence  of  the 
testator's  domicil.  The  word  ''child"  must  have  its 
natural  meaning,  and  that  in  an  JEnglishtnan's  will  is  the 
meaning  attached  to  it  by  the  law  of  England. 

[They  cited  Anstruther  v.  Chalmer  (a).  Price  v.  DeW' 
hurst  (i),  Beynolda  v.  Korti'ight  ((?),  WatU  v,  Shrimf* 
tan  (d),  Munro  v.  Munro  («).]  ^ 

Mr.  Daniel,  in  reply  :— 

The  testator  did  not  mean  to  prevent  his  nephew  ac- 
quiring a  foreign  domicil;  and  when  once  that  was 
acquired  the  consequences  must  follow  with  it. 

The  child  had  at  its  birth  a  capacity  to  become  legiti- 
mate, and  having  become  so,  must  be  so  regarded  for  all 
purposes. 


Vicb-Chancblloe  Sib  W.  Page  Wood  : —  iw.  201k. 

This  case  raises  a  question  on  the  construction  of  the     J'^sw^rf. 
will  of  James  Ay  ton,  who  died  a  domiciled  Englishman. 

The  testator  gave  £5,000  to  trustees,  upon  trust  to  pay 
the  interest  to  his  nephew  E.  B.  Olegg  for  life,  and  after 
his  decease  to  his  wife  for  life,  and  after  the  decease  of 
the  survivor  to  the  children  of  the  nephew  who  should 
attain  the  age  of  twenty-one.  The  question  which  now 
arises  is,  whether  the  nephew  left  any  child  capable 
of  taking  under  the  will.  In  answer  to  the  inquiiy  as  to 
children,  directed  at  the  hearing,  the  Chief  Clerk  states 

(tf)  2  Sim.  1.  (b)  8  Sim.  279.  (c)  18  Beav.  417. 

(d)  21  Beav.  97.  (e)  ICL&I.  842. 
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the  facts  I  am  about  to  mention^  with  the  exception  of 
the  fact  of  domicile  which  is  proved  by  an  affidavit  now 
before  me.  It  appears^  then^  that  the  nephew  was 
domiciled  in  Fraticef  and  that^  while  he  was  so  domiciled^ 
the  child  who  now  claims  was  conceived  and  bom  prior 
to  the  marriage  which  afterwards  took  place  between  the 
nephew  and  Marie  Anne  Croc  the  mother  of  the  child.  On 
the  occasion  of  his  marriage^  Mr.  Clegg  made  a  declaration 
of  his  intention  to  legitimate  the  child^  the  effect  of  which, 
according  to  the  law  of  JPro^^  was^  that  the  child 
became  legally  his  child.  .  Under  these  circomstancesj 
the  question  is  raised  whether  this  child^  the  Defendant 
Catharine  Edmee  Croc,  is  to  be  considered  as  a  child  of 
the  testator's  nephew  within  the  meaning  of  the  wilL 

In  the  case  before  me  of  Wrighffa  Truate,  the  question 
of  construction  was  very  slightly  pressed.  There  I  had 
to  consider  whether  a  child  bom  out  of  wedlock,  whose 
putative  father  was  domiciled  in  Engla/nd  at  the  time  of 
the  birth,  and  in  France  at  the  time  of  the  subsequent 
marriage  with  the  mother,  was  legitimate  in  such  a 
sense  as  to  be  entitled  to  share  in  a  bequest  to  children 
contained  in  the  will  of  an  English  testator;  and  it 
appeared  to  me  clear  upon  the  authorities,  that  the  child 
Qould  not  be  regarded  as  legitimate  by  the  English  law,  or 
even  by  that  of  France,  because  the  putative  father  had 
not  acquired  a  French  domicil  at  the  time  of  the  birth. 
I  decided  the  case  upon  that  point. 

The  present  case  raises  a  question  to  which  I  alluded 
in  Wrighfs  Drusts,  though  it  was  not  necessary  to  decide 
it ;  and  although  there  is  no  authority  expressly  in  point, 
the  whole  current  of  decision  leaves  no  doubt  as  to  the 
principle  to  be  applied. 

The  will  must  be  construed  according  to  the  law  of  the 
testator's  domicil.    That  is  a  proposition  for  which  I 
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need  refer  to  no  authorities.  It  is  enough  to  Baj;^  that  ^J$^ 
nearly  all  of  them  are  mentioned  in  the  text  and  notes  of 
the  well-known  work  of  Mr.  Justice  Story,  who  lays  down 
the  role  in  these  terms  {a) :  '^  Let  us  proceed/^  he  says^  "  to 
the  oonsideratiou  of  the  rales  by  whidi  wills  and  testa- 
ments are  to  be  interpreted.  And  in^  the  first  plaoe^  in  re- 
gard to  wills  and  testaments  of  personal  property: — ^InBa<di 
c^sesj  where  the  will  or  testament  is  made  in  tiie  plaoe  of 
the  domidl  of  the  testator^  the  general  role  of  the  common 
law  is^  that  it  is  to  be  construed  according  to  the  law  of 
the  place  c^  his  domioil  in  which  it  is  made.  A  yfHHi, 
therefore^  made c^  personal  estate  in  England  is  to  becon- 
skued  according  to  the  meaning  c^  the  terms  used  by 
the  law  of  England  ;  and  this  rule  equally  applies  whethw 
the  judicial  inquixy  as  to  its  meaning  and  interpretation 
arises  in  England  or  in  any  other  country/'  Then  the 
learned  author  refers  to  Tfotler  v.  3yotter{b),  where  the 
testator  a  8&>tckman  domiciled  in  India  made  his  will 
there^  and  it  was  held  that  the  terms  must  be  interpreted 
by  the  law  oiEngbmd  as  i»«vailing  in  India.  The  Lord 
Qiancellor  (Lord  Lyndhurst)  referring  to  the  arg^ument 
that  the  law  of  the  country  where  the  will  was  made  was 
to  be  resorted  to  only  for  the  meaning  of  technical  ex- 
pressions^ and  not  for  the  general  interpretation^  said^  that 
it  was  impossible  that  such  an  opinion  could  be  reasonably 
entertained^  adding  this  statement  of  the  law,  ''a  will  must 
be  interpreted  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  where 
it  is  made,  and  where  the  party  making  the  will  has  his 
domicil '"  and  pointed  out  the  mischief  that  would  arise 
if  the  rules  of  construction  adopted  in  that  country  could 
be  disregarded  by  the  judges  of  a  foreign  court. 

These  observations  apply  not  only  to  technical  rules  of 
construction,  but  to  the  interpretation  of  the  will  gene* 
ndly.    One  example  given  by  Story  is  that  of  the  cur* 

(a)  i  m  a.  (b)  4  Bligh,  N.  S.^  502. 
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rency  in  which  legacies  are  payable^  which  is  that  of  the 
country  where  the  will  is  made  and  the  testator  domi- 
ciled. K  a  testator  domiciled  in  Canada  left  a  legacy  of 
£100  to  his  son  John,  that  would  mean  £100  currency, 
and  not  £100  sterling,  although  John  might  himself  be 
domiciled  in  England.  So  here  the  testator,  giving  a 
legacy  to  the  child  of  E.  B.  Olegg,  must  be  taken  to 
mean  a  child  in  the  sense  in  which  the  law  of  England 
understands  the  term. 


The  case  is  not  even  helped  out  by  any  reference  in 
the  will  to  the  fact  of  the  nephew  being  domiciled  or 
resident  in  France ;  and  indeed  it  seems  (though  I  do 
not  think  that  it  materially  affects  the  case),  that  Mr. 
Olegg  had  not  acquired  his  French  domicil  at  the  date 
of  the  wiU.  The  general  rule  of  construction,  then, 
being  such  as  I  have  stated,  it  only  remains  to  see 
whether  any  intention  to  use  the  word  ''  children  "  in  a 
different  sense  is  to  be  traced  in  the  will.  But  when 
the  testator  speaks  of  the  children  of  his  nephew,  he 
does  so  simpliciter,  and  he  must  mean  such  persons  as 
the  law  of  England  would  regard  as  the  nephew's  children. 
The  testator  cannot  be  assumed  to  know  that  there  is 
any  other  kind  of  child  extant.  On  the  same  principle, 
when  in  an  English  will  the  word  ''  heirs "  is  used,  an 
America/n  Court  having  to  construe  the  will  inquires 
what  the  word  ''  heirs  "  signifies  according  to  English  law, 
and  an  authority  to  that  effect  is  cited  by  Story  (a). 
A  case  of  some  importance  in  illustration  of  the  same 
principle  is  Anstrutherv.  Ohalmer{b),  There  a  Scotch 
lady,  after  having  acquired  a  domicil  here,  when  on  a 
visit  to  Scotland  made  a  will  entirely  in  the  Scotch  form, 
and  died  in  Englam,d.  It  so  happened,  that  the  universal 
legatee  died  in  the  lifetime  of  the  testatrix,  and  according . 
to  Scotch  law  the  will  would  have  passed  the  interest 

(fl)  f  479  €,  note.  {b)  2  Sim.  1. 
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designed  for  him  by  the  will  to  his  representative,  not-      ^-15^ 
withstanding  his  death  in  the  testatrix's  lifetime.     But 
it  was  held,  that  the  law  of  Englamd  must  govern  the 
construction,  and  that  the  gift  consequently  lapsed. 


Judgment, 


This  decision  is  referred  to  with  approval  in  Yates  v. 
ThomBon  {a)  (which  is  also  among  the  cases  noticed  by 
Siory).  Lord  Brougham  in  the  course  of  the  Appellant's 
argument  (p.  569)  observed  that  by  the  English  law  of 
evidence  the  probate  alone  would  be  admissible;  and 
added,  '^  it  does  not  follow  that  the  case  is  to  be  decided 
by  English  law;"  upon  which  Dr.  Lushington,  continuing 
his  argument,  said  "  I  submit  that  the  will  of  a  person 
domiciled  in  England,  made  according  to  the  law  of 
England,  governs  the  distribution  of  the  testator's  per- 
sonal estate  all  over  the  world,  citing  Anstruther  v. 
Chalmerf*  and  Lord  Brougham  rejoined  : — ''The  law  of 
England  must  be  looked  to  for  the  lex  domicilii  for  the 
construction  as  weU  as  the  effect  of  a  will ;  and  Sir  J. 
Leach's  decision  in  Anstruther  v.  Ohahner  would  be  a 
grave  authority  to  show  it  was  so."  We  find  that  case, 
therefore,  treated  as  deserving  the  greatest  respect.  The 
rule  appUed  is  in  fact  nothing  more  than  a  branch  of 
the  larger  rule  by  which  the  lex  loci  contractus  vel  actus 
is  held  to  govern  questions  of  construction,  and  it  rests 
on  the  common  sense  view  that  a  testator  may  well 
suppose  that  his  language  is  to  bear  the  sense  which  it 
has  according  to  the  law  of  the  country  where  he  is 
domiciled. 

I  take  it  that  the  language  of  the  Statute  of  Distribu- 
tions would  be  dealt  with  in  the  same  way.  If  an  intestate 
dies  domiciled  in  England  the  division  of  his  property 
is  governed  throughout  by  English  law,  and  no  person 
could  take  by  representation  under  that  statute  unless 
legitimate  by  the  law  of  England. 

{a)  3  01.  &  F.  544. 
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'Pxe  only  doubt  is  how  far  it  is  proper^  during  tli6 
mother's  lifetime^  to  decide  anything  as  to  the  interest 
of  the  child;  but^  as  she  is  a  party  to  the  suit,  I  think 
the  best  course  will  be  to  dismiss  the  bill  as  ogainst  her, 
giving  the  costs  out  of  the  fund,  it  being  a  question  of 
administration. 


Jkituti0,  (Ehx  Court  being  of  opinion  that  tbe  infuit  Defendant  takei  no 

""""         interest  under  the  yrill,  dismiss  the  hjll  against  her.    Cosza  out  of  the 
fiind. 


-?-#■ 


ProduetUm— 
Covenamlto 
prodwe — 
TlntUrof 

Where  a 
Defimdant 
holda  a  core* 
aantfor  the 
produetionof 
deeds  for  the 
maintenanoe 
andmanifee* 
tation  of  his 


BBTHELL  v.  CASSON. 

X  HIS  case  came  on  upon  exceptions  to  the  Defendants* 
answer. 


The  Plaintiff  was  lessee  of  certain  minerals,  and  daimad 
to  be  entitled  to  the  minerals  under  a  piece  of  land 
which  the  Defendants  claimed  to  hold  by  a  paramount 
title.  The  earlier  title  deeds  of  the  Defendants  were  in 
the  hands  of  a  third  person^  who  had  covenanted  to  pro- 
titie,  he  is  not  duce  them  to  iMid  at  the  cost  of  the  Defendants  for  the 
answOT  to  in-    loaintesiance  and  manifestation  of  their  title. 

terrogatoriea, 

to  set  out  tach 

deeds  in  a  The  Bill  alleged  that  these  deeds  would  show  thrt  the 

oiTwhidiVto   hmd  in  dispute  was  not  comprised  in  the  Defendants' 

^^  tod^  *      estate,  and  interrogated  the  Defendants  as  to  the  deeds, 

of  kad  isnot    and  required  them  to  set  them  out;  and  the  Defendants^ 

the  ^efen."^  ^7  their  answer,  stated  to  the  above  effect,  and  insisted 
dant's  title. 

SembUt  also,  that  it  would  be  a  fraud  on  the  oorenant  for  the  ooreaantor  to  daim  the 
pioduoiion  of  tiie  deeds,  and  then  use  them  for  any  such  purpose. 

SemhU^  also,  that  a  Defendant  is  not  bound  to  incur  oosta  in  obtaining  production  of 
deeds  for  the  purpose  of  giying  disooveiy  to  the  Plaintiff. 
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that  as  the  Plainti£F'B  object  was  to  impugn  their  title^ 
they  bad  no  right  to  call  for  the  deeds  nnder  tbe  cove- 
nantj  and  could  not  set  them  out. 
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Mr.  Jcmea,  Q.O.^  and  Mr.  Ewnaon,  for  the  excep- 
tions;— 

The  question  isj  wbether  a  particular  plot  is  part  of  the 
Defendants'  farm^  or  of  the  waste^  the  minerals  under 
whicb  are  leased  to  tbe  Plaintiff.  The  Bill  states  that 
the  early  title  deeds  would  show  what  parcels  the  De- 
fendants are  entitled  to^  and  that  they  do  not  include  the 
disputed  land.  If  we  impeacbed  bis  title^  tbat  might  be 
a  reason  for  declining  to  produce  the  deeds;  but  we 
admit  bis  title^  and  only  say  that  it  has  nothing  to  do 
with  this  particular  piece  of  land.  The  Defendants^ 
tberefore,  have  it  in  their  power  to  procure  these  deeds, 
and  are  bound  to  give  all  the  information  wbicb  is  in 
their  power,  and,  at  any  rate,  ought  to  have  applied  to 
the  covenantors  for  their  production,  wbicb  they  do  not 
profess  to  have  done  :  Taylor  v.  Rundell  (a). 

Mr.  Bolt,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Osborne  Morgan,  for  tbe  De- 
fendants, were  not  called  upon. 


1S6«. 


ArswsMni. 


Yicis-Chakcxllob  Sib  W.  Paob  Woon  :— 

If  tbe  right  claimed  by  tbe  Plaintiff  existed,  tbe  case 
would  have  occurred  a  thousand  times;  but  I  never 
before  beard  of  an  application  tbat  a  Defendant  holding 
sucb  a  covenant  as  this  should  produce  bis  deeds  to  a 
Plaintiff  in  a  suit  of  this  description.  Neither  can  I  recal 
any  instance  in  wbicb  a  Defendant,  averring  to  tbe  best 
of  bis  bebef,  and  setting  out  documents  in  bis  possession 
or  power,  bas  been  considered  boimd  to  include  docn- 

(a)  Cr.  k  Pb.  10*. 


Judgmmtt, 
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1M3.  xnents  and  to  famish  information  which  he  cannot  him- 
Bbthbll  self  obtain^  except  by  enforcing^  at  his  own  costs^  a  cove- 
Caimk.      ^""^*  ^^^  production. 

^^  *  It  is  true,  that,  in  some  cases,  it  has  been  said  that  a 
Defendant  is  bound  to  find  the  means  of  paying  a  so- 
licitor, to  enable  him  to  put  in  an  answer;  but  that  is 
very  different  from  requiring  him  to  pay  for  the  produc* 
tion  of  deeds,  in  order  to  ftimish  them  to  the  Plaintiff. 
These  deeds  are  in  the  possession  of  a  person  who  has 
covenanted  to  produce  them  to  the  Defendants  for  the 
purpose  of  defending  and  manifesting  their  title.  But 
the  case  ];)efore  me  is  this  :  The  Plaintiff  alleges  that  the 
deeds,  when  produced,  will  fall  short  of  manifesting  the 
title  which  the  Defendants  claim  under  them,  and  that  he 
desires  to  see  them  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  that 
they  do  not  convey  so  extensive  a  title  as  the  Defendants 
claim.  The  covenant  was  assuredly  never  entered  into 
for  any  such  purpose  as  this,  to  compel  the  covenantor  to 
produce  the  deeds  for  the  benefit  of  any  third  person,  who 
might  question  the  extent  of  the  lands  claimed  to  be  con- 
veyed by  them.  By  such  a  production,  much  collateral 
damage  might  ensue  to  the  covenantor.  If  the  Defendants 
applied  for  and  obtained  production  of  the  deeds,  under 
the  pretence  of  wanting  them  for  the  purposes  of  the 
covenant,  that  is  to  say,  for  the  manifestation  of  their  own 
title,  and  then  used  them  for  the  information  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, it  would  be  a  fraud  upon  the  purpose  of  the  covenant. 
I  cannot  compel  a  Defendant  to  expend  his  money  in 
obtaining  information,  which,  when  he  had  obtained  it,  it 
would  be  improper  for  him  to  disclose.  The  exceptions 
must  therefore  be  disallowed. 
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1863. 

ATTORNBT-GENERAL  v.  NAYLOR.  f'""^' 

JPraettee — 

T  Parties— 

HIS  was  an  Information  and  Bill  to  establish  a  rent-   ^^f*%--J^«- 

quirjf — Coits. 

charge  of  £10  a-year  for  stipends  of  curates  in  Holy  Island  on  an  Infor- 

and  four  other  parishes.     The  title  to  the  rent-charcre  was  S??^°  *°^ 
*^  ,  ,  °  Bill  to  eeta- 

disputed  by  the  Defendants,  but,  in  the  view  of  the  Court,  bliah  a  oharitj 
was  established  by  the  evidence.  The  Defendants  also,  ^^ii^t  certain 
by  their  answer,  took  an  objection  that  the  owners  of  la^^s.  the 

•^  .  owners  of 

other  lands,  jointly  liable  to  the  charge,  some  of  whom  wliich  had . 
they  pointed  out,  were  not  made  parties  to  the  suit ;  and  of^^e  charge^ 
considerable  evidence  was  given  in  support  of  this  allega-  ^^  \h^  V^ 

tion.  fendantfl,  by 

their  answer, 
stated  that  the 

It  appeared  upon  the  evidence  that  the  Defendants*  other'iMidfl 
predecessors  in  title  had  paid  the  whole  charge  from  1818  some  of  whom 
to  1853.     The  other  points  raised  in  the  suit  were  not  of  ontf  who^were 
a  nature  to  call  for  a  report.  S?*  parties  to 

*^  the  said  suit, 

were  jointly 

liable:— ITtfW, 

that  this  was 

Mr.  Bolt,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Lindley,  for  the  Information  no  bar  to  a 

.  decree,  and 

and  Bill,  contended  that  it  was  not  necessary  in  a  charity  that  the  cost* 

suit  to  make  all  the  persons  liable  parties  :    Attorney^   on*hr«ibject 

Oeneral  v.  Shelly  (a).  Attorney -Oeneral  v.    Wyhurgh  (6),  ™^  ^  ^™o 
A^  a  7         f     I.         /  N  y       y     \  J>    bytheUefen- 

AUomey 'General  v.  Jackson  (c).  dants. 

Sir  H.  Oaims,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  North,  for  the  Defen- 
dants:— 

We  do  not  dispute,  that,  where  the  other  persons  liable 
are  unknown,  a  charity  information  may  be  filed  against 
the  owners  of  part  of  the  lands  subject  to  the  charge. 
That  was  the  case  of  Attorney -General  v.  Jackson.  But 
where  the  Defendants  point  out  the  other  persons  liable, 
the  informant  and  relators   are  bound  to  add  them  as 

(a)  1  Salk.  162.         (b)  1  P.  Wms.  599.  (e)  11  Ves.  365. 
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1M8.        Defendants.    The  alleged  payments  by  a  predecessor  do 
Attornbt-    not  justify  a  presumption  that  our  lands  are  exdnsively 
liable. 


General 
Nat  LOR. 


Mr.  Lmdl&y  replied. 


Judffmmu.     Vicb-Ohancelloe  Sie  W.  Paob  Wood  :— 

[After  discussing  the  evidence  of  the  charge^  which  his 
Honorh  eld  to  be  sufficient^  said :]  Then  what  is  the  rule  in 
suits  of  this  kind^  where  you  find  certain  lands  clearly 
liable  as  part  of  the  property  charged  in  favor  of  a  charity, 
and  where  there  is  considerable  evidence  to  show  that 
other  property,  the  owners  of  which  are  not  parties  to  the 
suit,  is  also  liable. 

Lord  Eldon's  conclusion  in  Attorney Meneral  v.  Jackson 
appears  to  be  this  :  "  that  although  upon  a  Bill  to  establish 
a  rent-charge  (not  for  a  charity),  aU  the  persons  whose 
estates  are  liable  must  be  brought  before  the  Court,  the 
strict  rule  was  relaxed  in  charity  cases;  and  in  com- 
menting on  the  singular  terms  in  which  the  practice  is 
stated  in  the  report  of  Attomey-OeneralY.  Shelly,  that  the 
terre-tenants  may,  if  they  seek  a  contribution,  imdertake 
to  make  them]  parties  to  the  information,  or  help  them- 
selves by  such  course  as  they  think  fit,''  Loid  Eldon 
observes,  that  the  rule  must  mean  that  if  the  Defendants 
insist  that  there  shall  bo  other  parties,  and  can  point  out 
who  they  are,  then  they  may  be  made  parties ;  but  that,  if 
they  are  unknown,  there  can  be  no  undertaking  by  the  terre- 
tenants  unless  thoy  have  the  right  to  pray  an  inquiry 
that  all  may  be  made  parties  before  payment  is  com- 
pelled; and  Lord  Eldon,  in  a  subsequent  part  of  the 
judgment  says,  that  if  there  is  before  the  Court  a  party 
who  in  respect  of  his  land  is  liable  to  the  rent,  and  the 
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aiiswer  sets  up  that  some  other  unknown  persons  are 
liable  in  respect  of  other  lands^  the  Court  will  not  stop 
fpr  want  of  parties^  but  will  go  on  to  ascertain  whether 
the  actual  Defendants  are  liable^  reserving  the  considera- 
tion  of  what  inquiries  should  be  directed  as  to  the 
other  lands.  The  fair  meaning  of  the  whole  judgment  isj 
that  if  a  charily  has  a  right  to  lay  hold  of  particular 
property^  the  Court  will  make  a  decree^  adding  an  inquiry 
as  to  the  other  persons  alleged  to  be  liable;  but  the  costs 
of  such  an  inquiry  must  be  borne  by  the  Defendants^  and 
ought  not  to  be  thrown  on  the  persons  asking  the  relief. 
The  proper  decree  is  therefore  a  declaration  as  to  the 
liability  of  the  Defendants^  and  an  inquiry  on  their  request 
as  to  the  other  persons  alleged  to  be  liable. 


IMS. 


It  is  in  evidence  in  this  case  that  the  predecessors  in 
title  of  the  Defendants,  for  a  period  of  thirty  or  forty 
years,  took  upon  themselves  the  payment  of  the  whole 
charge ;  and  that  fact  removes  all  doubt  as  to  the  question 
by  whom  the  costs  of  the  inquiry  should  be  borne.  The 
charity  have  no  concern  with  the  question  whether  there 
was  or  was  not  any  covenant  of  indemnity  between  the 
owners  of  the  difiTerent  lands ;  but  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  payments  were  so  made  under  any  such  covenant. 
The  Defendants,  however,  are  entitled,  if  they  ask  it,  to 
have  the  aid  of  the  Court  to  assist  them  in  discovering 
whether  any  other  persons  are  liable  to  contribution. 


Declabe  the  lands  of  the  Defendants  liable  to  the  rent-charge ;  and, 
the  Attorney-General  and  Plaintiffs  not  asking  any  inqniry  as  to  other 
property  chargeable,  let  an  inquiry  be  made  at  the  request  of  the 
Defendants,  whether  any  other  and  what  property  is  chargeable,  and 
in  whose  possession  the  same  is,  and  what  is  the  value  thereof. 


Minute, 
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1868. 
^— V— ^  Account  of  arreftrs  from  filing  of  Information,  the  amount  to  be 

Qeszral'     ^^  ^^  *^®  Defendants  without  prejudice  to  their  right  of  recovering 
«.  any  portion  from  the  owners  of  other  property,  if  any,  subject  to 

Natlob^      the  same  charge. 

LiBEBTT  to  apply,  as  to  bringing  new  parties  before  the  Court. 
Costs  to  be  paid  by  Defendants. 


INDEX 


TO  THE 


PRINCIPAL     MATTERS. 


ABANDONMENT  OP  PUE- 
CIIASB. 

See  Laksb  Clauses  Aot,  8. 

ACCOUNT. 

The  rule  that  a  bill  for  an 
account  will  not  lie  at  the  suit  of 
an  agent  ac^ainst  his  principal,  except 
in  cases  of  mutual  accounts  or  great 
complication,  does  not  extend  to  a 
case  where  there  have  been  receipts 
by  the  principal,  of  the  particulars 
whereof  the  agenfc  is  ignorant,  on 
which  a  commission  is  payable  to 
the  latter. 

Semhlef  a  Plaintiff  will  not  in 
general  be  allowed  to  obtain  a  hieher 
commission  than  he  has  claimed  by 
his  bill,  even  where  leave  to  amend 
for  the  purpose  of  claiming  the 
higher  commission  has  been  refused. 
Smith  v.  Leveaux,  123 

ADMINISTRATION. 
See  'WiNDiNO-up  Acts,  2. 


ADMINISTliATOB. 
See  PLSADiiro^  1, 


ADMISSION  ON  EECOBD. 
See  Pbaotics,  9. 

ADVEETISEMENT. 
See  WnTDiNG-TJp  Acts,  4. 

AFTEE-ACQUIEED  PEO- 
PERTY. 
See  Will,  9. 

AGENT— BILL  BY. 
See  AccoTTNT,  1. 

AGREEMENT. 
See  Defence  Act,  1860. 
Lakds  Clauses  Act,  2» 
Railway  Company,  1. 

ALTERNATIVE  RELIEF. 

Where  a  bill  alleges  a  judgment 
obtained  bj  fraud,  and  a  subsequent 
compromise,  and  seeks  to  set  aside 
the  whole  transaction  on  the  ground 
of  fraud,  or  in  default  to  have  the 
compromise  carried  out,  and  the 
Court  is  of  opinion  that  the  case  of 
fraud  fails,  it  will  not  enforce  the 
compromise,  but  the  whole  bill 
must  be  dismissed.    Cawley  v.  Foole, 

60 
See  PLEAnnro,  4. 
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AMBASSADOE. 


BANKINa  COMPANY. 


AMBASSADOE. 

Certain  Becurities  were  deposited 
by  the  Flamtifs  in  the  B^k  of 
jEngland  in  the  name  of  the  Am- 
bassador  of  a  foreign  state,  in  order 
to  secure  the  performance  of  a  con- 
tract between  the  Flaintififs  and  the 
foreign  Government.  The  Ambassa- 
dor threatened  to  withdraw  the 
deposit  on  the  ground  of  an  alleged 
breach  of  contract  by  the  PlaintiflBs, 
which  they  denied  under  the  cir- 
cumstances to  be  such  breach: — 
Seld,  that  it  was  not  competent  for 
the  Fhuntifib  to  move  against  the 
Ambassador;  but  that  an  interim 
injunction  might  be  granted  against 
the  Bank  to  restrain  them  from 
parting  with  the  fund;  and  that, 
under  this  order,  the  Bank  would 
be  protected  against  any  proceedings 
by  the  Ambassador.  Gladstone  y. 
ifuBurui  Bey,  405 

ANNUITT. 
See  Bill,  7. 

ANSWEB. 

See  Plbadiko,  3. 
Pbaotice,  9. 

APPORTIONMENT. 

Dividends  declared  by  joint-stock 
companies  subject  to  the  Companies 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  are  not 
within  the  Apportionment  Act. 

But  in  a  company  carried  on 
under  a  deed  of  settlement  and  bye 
laws,  directing  that  the  pronts 
should  be  divided  half-yearly,  such 
dividends  to  be  paid  in  two  specified 
months : — Seld,  that  such  dividends 
were  apportionable  under  the  Act 
with  reference  to  the  days  on  which 
they  were  made  payable.  Be  Max- 
weirs  Trusts,  610 

See  La20)s  Cla.t7S£S  Act,  1. 


APPOETIONMENT  OF 
ASSETS. 

See  Chahtty,  1. 


AEBITRATION. 
See  Eailwat  Compaxtt,  1. 

ASSTJBANCE, 
See  iKBVSAiroE. 

ASSURANCE  SOCIETT. 

See  JouTT  Stock  CoicPAJErr,  1. 
WnTDnrG-rp  Aors. 

AWARD. 

Where  the  submission  to  arbitra- 
tion does  not  contain  an  express 
agreement  enabling  .the  parties  to 
make  it  a  rule  of  Court,  tne  award 
is  not  brought  within  the  provisiona 
of  the  Act  of  0  &  10  WilL  8,  c.  16, 
by  force  of  the  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1852,  s.  17 ;  nor  has  the 
Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act, 
1849,  s.  132,  this  effect. 

But,  in  such  a  case,  this  Comt 
will  follow  the  course  taken  by  the 
Courts  of  Common  Law,  and  adopt 
a  rule  of  its  own  in  analogy  to  the 
limitations  of  the  statute. 

Therefore,  where  the  Plaintiff  had 
suffered  the  next  term  after  the  pub* 
lication  of  the  award  to  elapse  witili- 
out  taking  any  steps  to  set  it  aside, 
and  had  afterwards  unsuccessftdly 
pleaded  nul  tiel  agard  in  an  action 
on  the  award : — Held,  that,  although 
the  award  could  not  have  stood  if 
the  matter  had  been  fresh,  it  was 
then  too  late  for  the  Court  to  inter- 
fere. .  Smith  v.  Wkiimore,         576 

BANKING  COMPANY. 
See  Tbusx  ajscd  Tbubtxe,  8. 


BANKETJPT. 


CONDUCT  OF  CAUSE.  818 


BANKRUPT. 
See  AwABD. 

GUABAKTEE. 

Pbacticb,  5. 
"Winding-up  Acts,  6. 

BASTABD. 
See  Illxgitimact. 

BIDDINGS,  (OPENINGS 

See  Pbaotiojd,  8. 

BONA  FIDE  SHABKHOLDEB. 
See  Fbaiti),  1. 

BREACHES  OP  PATENT. 
See  Fbactiob,  2. 

CALLS. 
See  Will,  6. 

CATALOGUE. 
See  COPXBIGUT,  2. 

CAUSE  AND   CROSS  CAUSE. 
See  Pbaotiob,  3. 

CHARGE. 

The  trustee  of  a  sum  of  money 
charged  on  real  estate,  who  is  also 
owner  of  the  estate  subject  to  the 
charge,  is  entitled  to  sell  any  portion 
of  the  estate  discharged  &om  the 
trust,  provided  he  reserves  a  portion 
sufficient  to  answer  the  charge ;  and 
the  estate  so  sold  cannot  be  followed 
into  the  hands  of  a  purchaser  with 
notice  of  the  trust.  Grundy  v. 
Heathcote,  172 

CHARITY. 

Where  a  bequest  to  a  charity  fails 
pro  tanto,  as  being  given  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  pure  and  impure  per- 
sonalty, the  proportion  in  which  the 
bequ^t  Mia  is  to  be  aacertaioed 


according  to  the  state  and  value  of 
the  assets  at  the  testator's  death  and 
not  at  the  time  of  the  apportionment. 
Calvert  v.  Armiiage,  446 

Su  Pbacticb,  13. 

CHILD— CONSTBUCTION. 
See  Conflict  op  Laws. 

CODICIL. 
Su  Will,  4. 

COMMISSIONEBS   OF 
8EWEBS. 

This  Court  has  jurisdiction  to 
entertain  a  Bill  at  the  suit  of  the 
Commissioners  of  Sewers  appointed 
under  23  Hen.  8,  c.  6,  notwith- 
standing that  such  Commissioners 
are  a  Court  of  Becord. 

Where  a  public  body  are  intrusted 
by  Act  of  rarliament  with  the  duly 
of  executing  certain  works,  this 
Court  will  not,  in  general,  receive 
independent  evidence  to  show  that 
they  Me  not  carrying  on  those 
works  in  the  best  manner.  Cross- 
man  V.  Th^  Bristol  ^  South  Wales 
Union  Bailvxty  Co.^  531 

COMPENSATION. 
See  Defence  Act,  1860. 

COMPILATION. 
See  Coptbioht,  2. 

COMPROMISE. 
See  Altebnatiye  Belief. 

CONDUCT  OP  CAUSE. 
See  P&ACTiCB,  11. 

CONFLICT  OP  LAWS. 

Gift  by  the  will  of  a  testator 
domiciled  in  England^  of  a  sum  of 
£5,000,  in  trust  for  A.  for  life, 
remainder  to  his  wife  for  life,  re- 
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mainder  among  his  children  at  21. 
After  the  death  of  the  testator,  A, 
having  acquired  a  'Ertnch  domicil, 
had  a  daughter  by  a  French  lad^, 
whom  he  subsequently  married  in 
France,  and  legitimated  the  child 
according  to  the  I/^ench  law  by  a 
contemporaneous  acknowledgment: 
mid,  that  the  term  "  children  "  in 
the  will  must  be  construed  according 
to  the  law  of  England,  and  that  the 
daughter  was  not  entitled  to  any 
interest  in  the  £5,000.  Bayes  v. 
Sedale,  798 

See  FoBEiGiT  Judomekt. 


CO-PLAINTIFFS. 

See  Pbacticb,  11. 

COPYEiaHT. 

1.  The  19th  section  of  the  Inter- 
national Copyright  Act  (7  &  8  Vict. 
c.  12)  applies  to  British  subjects 
first  publishing  in  a  country  with 
which  no  international  convention 
exists.    JBoucicauU  v.  Delqfield,  597 

2.  There  is  copyright  in  a  Catalogue 
unless  it  be  a  mere  dry  list  of 
names. 

And  it  is  no  defence  to  say  that 
the  pirated  work  is  not  offered  for 
Bale  itself,  but  merely  used  to  pro- 
mote the  sale  of  the  books  men- 
tioned in  it. 

Where  a  Defendant  sets  up  the 
case  that  his  work  is  a  fair  com- 
pilation from  a  number  of  others, 
and  not  a  mere  copy  from  any  one, 
it  is  of  the  highest  importance  that 
he  should  produce  his  original 
manuscript.    Hoiten  v.  Arthur,  603 

3.  It  is  no  infringement  of  copy- 
right to  represent  a  play  dramatised 
from  a  novel  AATitten  by  another 
author;  but  it  is  an  infringement 
to  print  and  publish  a  play  so  con- 
structed. 

Perpetual     injunction     granted 


COVENANT. 


against  the  printing  and  publishing 
of  such  a  play,  without  any  pre- 
liminary inquiry  as  to  damageB. 
Tinsley^  v.  Lacy,  747 


COSTS. 

1.  On  a  Defendant  submitting  to 
Plaintiff's  demands,  the  Plaintiff 
ought  not  to  bring  the  cause  to  a 
hearing  without  first  applying  for 
Defendant's  consent  to  have  the 
costs  disposed  of  on  motion.  But 
if  the  Defendant  objects  to  that 
coii^e,  a  motion  that  the  Defendant 
may  pay  the  costs  of  the  smt  will 
beretused.  MorganiY.OreatEaitem 
Bailway  Company,  78 

2.  In  a  Bill  by  one  shareholder  on 
behalf  of  himself  and  all  others 
except  the  Defendants,  to  restrain 
the  Directors  from  improper  dealings 
with  the  Company's  .funds;  such 
funds  do  not  belong  to. the  Plaintiff 
as  cestui  que  trust  thereof,  so  as  to 
entitle  him,  in  the  event  of  success, 
to  his  costs  thereout  as  between 
solicitor  and  client.  Morgan  y. 
The  Great  Eattem  Bailway  Com- 
pany (m.  2),  660 

See  JoiKT  Stock  Oohpaitt,  1. 
LAin)s  Clauses  Act,  1,  8. 
Lights,  1. 
Pbactice,  9,  10, 13. 

COTJET  OF  EECOED. 
See  CoMMissioKSBS  of  Sewebs. 


COVENANT. 

1.  Where  a  deed  contains  an  abso* 
lute  covenant  not  to  do  an  act,  such 
covenant  will  not,  in  the  absence  of 
a  Bill  to  rectify  the  deed,  be  con- 
trolled by  a  recital  in  the  deed  from 
which  it  appears  that  the  parties 
intended  that  such  act  might  bq 
done  on  pavment  of  a  fixed  sum  for 
liquidated  damages.     Bird  v.  Lake^ 

111 


COVENANT. 


DEFENCE  ACT,  1860.    817 


2.  A  covenaat  not  to  be  engaged  in 
a  specified  trade,  "  or  in  any  matter 
or  thing  whatsoever  in  anywise 
relating  thereto"  within  a  given 
district,  does  not  prevent  the  cove- 
nantor from  lending  money  to  a 
person  engaged  in  such  trade  within 
the  said  limits  upon  mortgage  of  his 
trade  premises,  although  he  may 
know  that  the  mortgagor  has  no 
means  of  paying  the  debt  except 
out  of  the  profits  of  the  business. 

Semble :  A  mortgage  expressly 
charging  the  debt  upon  such  profits 
would  be  a  breach  oi  the  covenant. 

Semble  aho :  There  is  nothing  in 
such  a  covenant  to  prevent  the 
covenantor  from  buying  any  number 
of  houses  within  the  district,  fitting 
them  up,  and  selling  them  for  the 
purpose  of  the  trade  in  question, 
provided  he  has  no  direct  interest  in 
the  businesses  carried  on  in  them 
after  such  sales  respectively.  Bird 
V.  Lake  (JVo,  2),  Bird  v.  Turner, 

838 

8.  A  sub-lessee  of  a  house,  whose 
immediate  lessor  is  bound  by  cove- 
nant not  to  carry  on  a  particular 
trade,  will  be  restrained  from  car- 
rying on  such  trade,  although  he 
took  his  lease  without  notice  of  the 
covenant,  at  least  imless  it  appears 
that  ho  made  careful  inquiries  at  the 
time  of  taking  his  lease,  and  learnt 
nothing  which  should  have  set  him 
on  farther  investigation.  Parker  v. 
Whijfe,  167 

4.  Covenant  by  a  father  in  his 
daughter's  marriage  settlement  not 
to  exercise  a  power  so  as  to  diminish 
her  portion  under  the  father's 
settlement: — Held^  a  release  pro 
tanto  of  the  power. 

A  gross  sum  wa»  directed  to  be 
raised  after  the  decease  of  the  settlor 
and  his  wife  (tenants  for  life)  for 
portions  of  children  other  than  their 
eldest  or  only  son,  equally  to  be 
divided: — Heldy  that  the  personal 
representatives  of  the  eldest  son, 
who  attained  twenty-one,  and  died 

VOL.    I.  H 


in  his  father's  lifetime,  were  entitled 
to  one  share. 

Held  also,  that  the  personal  re- 
presentatives of  a  daughter  who 
attained  twenty-one  and  died  un- 
married in  her  father's  lifetime,  was 
entitled  to  a  share. 

Held  also,  that  the  second  son, 
who  during  the  father's  life  and  after 
attaining  his  majority  became  the 
eldest  son,  and  succeeded  to  the 
settled  estate,  and  the  personal 
representatives  of  a  child  who  died 
in  mfancy,  were  not  entitled.  Davies 
V.  Hujuenifi,  730 

See  Future  Propebty. 
Pleading,  6. 

Cross-examination, 

See  Practice,  3. 

DEEDS. 
See  Pleading,  6. 

DEFENCE  ACT,   1860. 

Notice  was  given  under  the  De- 
fence Act,  1860,  requiring  certam 
lands  to  be  kept  free  from  buildings ; 
and  an  agreement  was  entered  into, 
fixing  the  amount  of  the  compensa- 
tion. After  a  considerable  interval, 
the  agreed  siun,  with  £30  for  ex- 
penses, as  provided  by  the  Act,  but 
without  interest,  was  paid  into  the 
Bank : — Held,  on  demurrer,  that  the 
owner  could  not  claim  interest,  and 
that  the  payment  was  sufficient. 
Harl  of  Suffolk  v.  Leici^,  369 

DEFENCE  AT  LAW  AND  IN 
EQUITY   (SAME). 

See  Award. 

GUARANTBE. 

DELAY. 
See  Award. 

DEMONSTEATIYE  LEGACY, 
See  Will,  7. 
H  H 
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DEMUERER. 

See  Defence  Act,  1860. 
Insurance. 
,  Pleading,  1. 

DISCHAEaE  OF  BANKRUPT. 
See  Winding-up  Acts,  6. 

DISCOVERY. 
See  Pleading,  3,  4. 

DISCRETION  OF  TRUSTEE. 
See  TttusT  and  Tbustee,  1,  2. 

DISENTAILINa  DEED. 

See  Practice,  4. 

DIVIDEND. 

See   Q-UAEANTEE. 

DRAMA. 
See  Coptbight,  1,  3. 

DRAMATIC  COPYRIGHT. 

See  Copyright,  1. 

EASEMENT. 
See  Lights,  1. 

ERROR  (ACCIDENTAL). 
See  Practice,  9. 

EVIDENCE. 
See  Practice,  1. 

EXCEPTIONS. 
See  Pleading,  4,  6. 

EXCESS  OF  POWER. 
See  Power. 

EXECUTORY  DEVISE. 
See  Will,  8. 

FALSE  REPRESENTATION. 
See  Trade  Mark,  2,  3. 

FOREIGN  pOMICIL. 
See  CpNFjpicT  OF  Laws. 


FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 

A  British  ship  was  duly  rnort- 
gaged  in  England,  and  remained  in 
the  possession  of  the  mortgagor, 
who  afterwards  sent  her  to  New 
Orleans,  There  she  was  attached 
by  a  citizen  of  Louisiana,  a  creditor 
of  the  mortgagor,  in  an  action  com- 
menced for  the  recovery  of  his 
debt,  not  being  a  proceeding  in 
rem.  The  mortgagee  intervened  in 
the  action,  and  claimed  possession 
of  the  ship.  The  Supreme  Court 
of  Louisiana  refused  to  recognise 
his  title,  though  good  by  the  law  of 
England,  assigning  as  a  reason,  on 
the  face  of  the  judgment,  that  the 
law  of  Louisiana  did  not  recogniae 
transfers  of  property  in  chattels 
without  delivery  of  possession,  that 
to  admit  the  claim  would  be  preju- 
dicial to  the  citizens  of  Louisiana, 
and  that  the  comity  of  nations  did 
not  extend  to  the  case.  The  ship 
was  then  sold,  under  a  writ  in  the 
nature  of  a  fi.  fa.  in  the  action,  to 
the  Defendant  in  this  cause,  and 
the  proceeds  were  applied  in  favour 
of  the  creditors  to  flie  exclusion  of 
the  mortgagee.  The  ship  having 
been  brought  to  England,  flie  mort- 
gagee, whose  debt  was  admitted  to 
exceed  the  value  of  the  ship,  filed 
his  BiU  to  establish  his  claim. 

Seld,  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Louisiana  was  examinable 
for  error  on  the  face  of  it  by  reason 
of  its  disregard  of  the  comity  of 
nations,  and  that  the  mortgagee  was 
entitled  to  the  ship. 
^  Seld  also,  that  the  judgment  was 
of  the  nature  of  a  judgment  inter 
partes  as  regarded  the  intervener. 
But 

Semhle,  that  a  foreign  judgment 
even  in  rem  may  be  examined  and 
disregarded,  if  it  appears  on  the 
face  of  it  to  have  been  founded  on 
a  perverse  disregard  of  English  law 
in  a  case  properly  subject  to  that 
law  by  the  comity  of  nations.  Simp^ 
son  V.  Fogo,  196 


POBEIGN  SOVEBBIGN. 


GFABANTEE. 
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POEEiaN  SOVEREIGN. 

A  Bill  filed  against  the  Ottonian 
Sank,  its  directors,  and  the  Sultan, 
alleged  that  the  Sultan's  Govern- 
ment had  granted  to  the  Plaintiffs 
the  exclusive  right  of  issuing  bank 
notes  in  Turkey,  and  had  sub- 
sequently, in  derogation  of  that 
grant,  made  a  similar  conc^ession  to 
the  Defendants,  the  Ottoman  Bank, 
and  prayed  a  declaration  of  the 
Plaintiffs'  exclusive  right,  and  an 
injunction  against  the  Ottwnan 
Bank  and  its  directors. 

Held,  on  the  demurrer  of  the 
Bank  and  directors,  that,  inasmuch 
as  the  Court  had  no  jurisdiction  on 
the  contract  as  against  the  Sultan, 
it  had  none  against  the  Bank  and 
its  directors,  and  demurrer  allowed 
accordingly.  Oladstone  v.  Ottoman 
Bank,  505 

See  AMBAsaABOR. 


FBAUD. 

"Where  shares  in  a  Joint-Stock 
Company  have  been  issued  fraudu- 
lently, a  bona  fide  purchaser  of 
these  shares  in  the  market,  before 
any  Bill  has  been  filed  to  impeach 
the  transaction,  is  entitled,  on  a 
winding-up  of  the  Company,  not- 
withstanding the  fraud  and  notwith- 
standing  that  he  bought  the  shares 
at  a  very  great  discount,  to  prove 
on  equal  terms  ^ath  the  other  snare- 
holders  of  the  Company  who  bought 
their  shares  at  par :  but  this  privi- 
lege does  not  extend  to  any  person 
who  purchased  his  shares  after  the 
filing  of  the  Bill,  unless  his  vendor 
was  a  bona  fide  holder  of  the  shares 
before  Bill  filed ;  and  the  onus  of 
proof  that  such  was  the  ease  is 
upon  him.  Barnard  v.  Bagehaw, 
In  Be  The  Lake  Bathnrst  AaatraU 
atian  Gold  Mining  Company,  69 
See  ALTETi"5rATTVE  Relief. 

POBEIIJy   SOVEBETGN, 
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PTIND  IN  MEDIO. 
See  Ambassadob. 

FUTURE   PROPERTY    (COVE- 
NAXT  TO  SETTLE). 

Covenant  in  marriage  settlement 
by  husband  and  wife  to  settle  all  pro- 
perty of  the  value  of  £200,  which 
the  husband  and  wife,  or  cither  of 
them  in  her  right,  should  during 
the  coverture  become  entitled  to 
other  than  separate  property  or  life 
interests  of  the  ^vife  : — Held,  that 
property  devised  and  bequeathed  to 
the  husband  and  wife  an  joint 
tenants  was  not  within  the  cove- 
nant. 

Semhle,  that  property  which  does 
not  vest  in  possesHion  during  the 
coverture  is  not  within  a  covenant 
so  framed.     Edge  v.  Addison,     781 

GAVELKIND. 

In  customary  descent  the  ordi- 
nary incidents  of  descent  attach  to 
the  custom.  Therefore,  in  gavel- 
kind descent,  the  jus  representa- 
tionis  applies  to  the  remoter  issue 
as  well  as  to  the  sons  of  the  intes- 
tate's brothers. 

An  intestate  had  one  brother, 
who  died  in  his  lifetime.  The 
brother  (besides  a  son  who  died 
without  issue  in  the  intestate's 
lifetime)  had  two  sons;  the  elder, 
who  died  in  the  intestate's  life, 
lca\ing  two  sons  (the  Defendants) 
and  the  younger  (the  Plaintifi*), 
who  survived  the  intestate : — 

Held,  that  gavelkind  lands  of  the 
intestate  descended,  as  to  one 
moiety,  to  the  brother's  younger 
son,  and  as  to  the  other,  to  the  two 
sons  of  the  brother's  eldest  son 
equally.     Hook  v.  Hook,  43 

GUARANTEE. 

Where  a  limited  guaranty  has 
been  given,and  the  limit  haa  been  ex- 
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GUABANTEE. 


INSTJBANCB. 


ceeded  by  the  guarantee,  who  after- 
wards receives  from  the  estate  of 
the  principal  debtor  a  dividend,  the 
guarantor  is  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  a  proportional  part  of  that  divi- 
dend on  the  amount  guarantied, 
notwithstanding  that  the  unpaid 
debt  greatly  exceeds  the  amount  of 
such  guaranty. 

Where,  in  such  a  case,  the  gua- 
rantee has  recovered  the  whole  sum 
guarantied  in  an  action  against  the 
guarantor,  the  right  of  the  latter  to 
file  a  Bill  for  an  account  and  pay- 
ment to  him  of  such  dividends  is 
not  barred  by  the  fact  that  he  might 
have  pleaded  a  set-ofiT  to  that  extent 
in  the  action,  and  omitted  to  do  so. 

Such  a  claim  is  not  a  "  mere 
money  demand  "  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  principle  which  excludes 
suits  for  damages  merely.  Thornton 
v.  3PKewan,  525 

aBOUND-EENTS. 
See  LxsTDB  Clauses  Act,  1. 

HEIE-AT-LAW. 
See  Pbactice,  6. 

HOTCHPOT  OF  LIFE 
INTERESTS. 

See  Power. 

HUSBAND  AND  WIFE. 
See  Pbactice,  5, 10. 

ILLEGITIMACY. 
The  Court  will  not  refuse  to  en- 
tertain a  suit  for  the  execution  of 
the  trusts  of  a  settlement,  where 
the  settled  fund  actually  exists, 
merely  on  the  ground  that  the 
settled  fund  is  so  small  as  to  be  of 
no  importance  to  the  cestui  que 
trust,  and  that  the  settlement  was 
really  made  to  raise  a  different  ques- 
tion (which  the  Court  would  not 
have  directly  determined),  by  aside 
wind.     Nor  will  the  Court  allow 


such  a  question  to  be  evaded  by  a 
counter  settlement. 

But,  setiihle,  the  Court  would  not 
entertain  such  a  suit  at  the  instance 
of  a  stranger,  nor  if  it  appeared  to 
have  been  instituted  with  a  malicious 
motive.    Ournet/  v.  Gurney^        413 

ILLUSOEY  TRUST. 
See  Illegitimacy. 

INFANT  TRUSTEE. 
See  Tbust  awd  Trustee,  1. 

INHERITANCE  ACT. 

A  vendor  making  title  as  heir  is 
not  bound  to  produce  affirmative 
evidence  in  his  possession  that  the 
ancestor  from  wnom  he  traces  de- 
scent took  as  purchaser,  but  may 
rely  on  the  statutory  presumption, 
until  some  proof  to  the  contrary  ia 
adduced.  But  he  is  bound  to  dis- 
close any  matters  within  his  know- 
ledge tending  to  rebut  the  pre- 
sumption that  his  ancestor  took  by 
purchase.    Dorlin^  v.  Claydon,  402 

INJUNCTION. 

See  CoPTBiGHT,  3. 
Pbactice,  7. 

Railway  Compaxt,  1,  2. 
Specific  Pebfoemaxce,  1. 
Tbade  Mabk,  3,  5. 

INJUNCTION— FORM  OF 
ORDER. 

See  Lights,  1. 

INSOLVENT  COMPANY. 
See  WiNDiNG-rp  Acts. 


INSURANCE. 

1.  In  order  to  entitle  an  owner 
to  the  benefit  of  the  83rd  section 
of  the  14  Geo.  3,  c.  78,  he  must 
make  a  distinct  request  to  the  in. 
surance  office  to  apply  the  policy 
money  in  rebuilding  before  they 
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have  settled  witli  the  tenant  in- 
Buring ;  and  in  no  ease  is  the  owner 
entitled  to  rebuild  himself  and 
claim  the  policy  money  under  the 
said  section. 

Qu€pre,  whether  the  83rd  section 
is  general  or  confined  to  houses 
within  the  Bills  of  Mortality. 

Where  a  policy  makes  the  assets 
of  a  company  liable,  excluding  per- 
sonal liability,  Seinble,  that  this  does 
not  give  junsdiction  to  a  Court  of 
Equity  to  interfere  in  the  first 
instance  to  enforce  the  83rd  section 
of  the  said  statute,  and  that  the 
proper  course  is  first  to  apply  for 
a  mandamus.  Simpson  v.  Scottish 
Union  Insurance  Company,  618 

2.  Where  a  policy  of  assurance 
contains  the  usual  condition,  that 
it  shall  be  void  in  case  the  assured 
die  by  his  own  hand,  "  except  to 
the  extent  of  any  interest  acquired 
therein  by  actual  assignment  for 
valuable  consideration,"  and  the 
assured  mortgages  the  policy  along 
with  other  property  for  a  sum  much 
less  than  the  total  value  of  the 
mortgaged  property,  but  exceeding 
the  amount  secured  by  the  policy, 
and  afterwards  dies  by  his  own 
hand,  not  feloniously,  the  Company 
have  no  equity  against  either  the 
property  comprised  in  the  mort- 
gage or  the  estate  of  the  assured. 

The  principle  of  marshalling 
securities  does  not  apply  to  such  a 
case;  and  the  assured  and  the 
Company  do  not  stand  in  the 
relative  position  of  principal  and 
surety. 

Semhie : — that  if  the  mortgagor's 
representative  had  redeemed  the 
mortgage  aliunde,  he  would  be 
entitled  to  recover  on  the  policy  for 
the  benefit  of  the  mortgagor's 
estate.  The  Solicitors''  and  General 
Life  Assurance  Society  {^Registered) 
V.  Lamb,  716 


INTEBEST. 
See  Defence  Act^  1860. 

INTERIM  INCOME. 
See  Will,  1,  3. 

INTERNATIONAL   COPY- 

RIGHT. 

See  CoPYKiouT,  1. 

ISSITE. 
See  Phactice,  6. 

JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 

1.  Where  the  Directors  of  a 
Joint  Stock  Company  carry  on  a 
business  not  authorised  by  the 
deed  of  settlement,  and  costs  are 
thereby  incurred,  the  solicitors  of 
the  Company  have  no  lien  for  their 
costs  on  the  papers  of  the  Com- 
pany. 

Where,  in  such  a  case,  moneys 
have  been  recovered  in  any  of  the 
actions,  although  the  solicitors 
would  have  had  a  lien  for  their 
costs  on  such  moneys  while  in  their 
hands,  yet  after  they  have  paid 
over  such  moneys  to  the  Company, 
and  allowed  them  to  be  incorporated 
with  the  general  assets,  they  have 
no  lien  on  those  assets  in  respect 
of  such  costs. 

Where,  in  such  a  case,  moneys 
have  been  paid  by  the  Company  to 
the  solicitors  on 'account  of  costs 
generally,  the  solicitors  have  no 
right  post  litem  motam  to  appro- 
priate such  payments  to  the  costs 
incurred  in  rcHpect  of  the  unautho- 
rised business,  but,  on  the  con- 
trary, the  Court  will  appropriate 
the  payments  to  the  costs  which 
the  Company  was  liable  to  pay. 
Re  Phoenix  Life  Assurance  i)om- 
panu,  Howard  and  DoUmans  Case, 

433 

2.  A  Life  and  Fire  Assurance 
Company  purchased  the  business 
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and  undertook  the  liabilities  of  a 
Life  Assurance  Company,  the  pur- 
chase bein<5  eonlirmed  by  special 
general  meetings  of  both  Compa- 
nies, and  subsequently  acted  upon. 

The  deed  of  the  purchawing  Com- 
pany empowered  a  general  meeting 
to  authorise  any  act  requiring  the 
sanction  of  such  meeting,  and  to 
determine  on  any  question  relating 
to  the  affairs  of  the  Company  which 
should  arise  in  the  course  of  the 
conduct  or  management  thereof. 
It  also  empowered  the  directors, 
where  the  deed  was  silent,  to  act  in 
the  direction  of  the  concerns  of  the 
Company,  as  at  their  absolute 
discretion  they  should  think  most 
conducive  to  the  interests  of  the 
Company.  Tlio  purchase  hanng 
been  to  a  great  extent  carried 
out: — 

Heldy  under  the  circumstances, 
following  " JS?m  Case'*  (1  D.  G-.  J. 
&  8.  29),  that  the  creditors  of  the 
selling  Company,  who  had  been 
thus  adopted  as  creditors  of  the 
purchasing  Company,  were  entitled 
to  prove  against  tfie  latter,  which 
was  in  course  of  winding  up.  But, 
€ctnble,  that  the  purchase  was  not 
originally  within  the  powers  of  the 
directors ;  and  qu€tre  what  is  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  acquiescence  on 
the  part  of  shareholders.  He  Era 
Aanurdnce  Company^  Williams'  Case, 
— Anchor  Case,  672 

3.  A  policy-holder,  by  whose 
policy  the  funds  of  a  Company 
were  made  liable  to  pay  the  sum 
insured  and  certain  shares  of  profit 
by  way  of  bonus — Held,  entitled  to 
an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Com- 
pany ffcm  transferring  its  business 
and  assets  to  another  Company 
contrary  to  the  pronsions  of  the 
deed  of  settlement,  and  without 
making  provision  out  of  its  own 
assets  for  payment  of  the  Plaintiff's 
policy.  Kearn9  v.  Leqf—Aldebert 
V.  Kearm,  681 


See  Appobtioitmeitt,  1. 
Fkaud,  1. 
Will,  5. 
WiyDDTG-up  Acts. 


JUEISDICTION. 
Sec  Ambassadob. 

COMMISSIONEBS  OF  SbWEBS. 
FOBETQN  SoVEBEIOlf. 

Pbactice,  7, 12. 
Insuba^tce.  ^ 

SPECinC  P£BFOBMA>'C£,  1. 

Thames  Co3rsEBTA3rcr  Act. 


JUS  EEPEESEXTATIOXIS. 
See  Q^AVELKiNi). 

LANDS  CLAUSES  ACT. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  bargain  be- 
tween the  ground  landlord  of  houses 
let  at  a  gross  ground-rent,  and  aHail- 
way  Company  who  have  taken  some 
of  the  houses,  for  the  payment  of 
compensation  at  so  many  years 
purchase  on  the  rents  of  the  houses 
taken,  the  costs  of  apportioning  the 
ground-rents  between  the  houses 
taken  and  those  let\;  are  not  payable 
by  the  Companv  under  the  Lands 
Clauses  Consolidation  Act,  1845, 
s.  82. 

Semhir,  thev  would  have  been  so 
payable  had  tlie  matter  come  under 
H.  80.  In  He  Hampsiead  Junction 
Mail  way,  Ex  parte  Buck,  519 

2.  A  written  agreement  void  at 
law,  but  e(^uivalent  in  equitv  to  a 
lease,  is  an  mterest  greater  tliau  a 
yearly  tenancy,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  Lands  Clauses  Consolidation 
Act ;  and  a  tenant  having  and  pro- 
ducing such  an  agreement  is  not 
liable  to  have  the  value  of  his  in- 
terest assessed  by  two  justices 
under  the  12l8t  section  of  the  Act. 
Sioeetinan  v.  Metropolitan  Bailway 
Companjff  543 


LANDS  CLAUSES  ACT.        LTJNACT  BEGTTLATION  ACT.  828 


3.  A  Bailwaj  Company  Berved  a 
notice  to  treat,  and  gave  the  usual 
bond,  and  made  the  deposit  required 
by  the  85th  section.  The  land- 
owner filed  a  Bill  to  restrain  the 
Company  from  entering,  but  a 
motion  for  injunction  stood  over  by 
arrangement,  and  no  further  steps 
were  taken.  Ultimately,  the  Com- 
pany abandoned  the  purchase  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  o\vner : — 
Held^  on  a  petition  for  a  re-transfer 
of  the  deposit  to  the  Company,  and 
for  the  cancelling  of  the  bona,  that 
the  owner  was  not  entitled  to  have 
the  costs  of  the  suit  out  of  the  de- 
posit. But,  semble,  he  would  have 
been  so  entitled  if  the  purchase  had 
been  abandoned  by  reason  of  the 
inability  of  the  Company  to  com- 
plete. Ex  parte  Birmingham^  WoU 
verhampton,  and  Dudley  Railway 
Company^  772 

^cc  Practice,  4. 

LAAVr  AND   EQUITY   (SAjME 
DEFENCE). 
Bee  AwAED. 

QUABAyTEE. 

LEASE. 
Bee  Covenant,  3. 

Lands  Clauses  Act,  2. 

LEGITIMACY. 
Bee  Conflict  of  Laws. 

LEX  LOCI. 
Bee  FoBEioN  Judgment. 

LIEN. 
Bee  Joln't-Stock  Company,  1. 

LIGHTS. 

Plaintiff  filed  a  Bill  to  restrain 
obstruction  to  lights  alleged  to  be 


ancient.  Defendant  denied  that 
they  were  ancient  lights.  On  a 
jury  trial,  some  were  found  to  be 
ancient  and  the  rest  to  be  new  or 
altered  in  position  within  twenty 
years.  On  Plaintiff  submitting  to 
an  order  to  block  up  the  new  and 
restore  the  altered  windows  to  their 
old  position,  an  injunction  was 
granted;  but  the  costs  of  the  suit, 
other  than  those  of  the  issues,  were 
ordered  to  be  paid  by  the  Plaintiff. 
Weatherley  v.  Boss,  349 

LLOYD'S  BONDS. 
Bee  Pleading,  6. 


LUNACY  REGULATION  ACT. 

A  testator  devised  his  personalty 
and  an  estate  JT.  and  other  real 
estates  upon  trusts  for  payment  of 
debts,  and  subject  thereto  to  cer- 
tain devisees,  and  afterwards  pur- 
chased the  II.  estate,  as  to  which 
he  died  intestate.  The  testator 
deposited  the  deeds  of  the  H.  estate 
to  secure  £1,000,  and  was  subse- 
quently found  lunatic.  Under  an 
order  in  lunacy  a  mortgage  was 
made  of  the  //.  and  K.  estates,  to 
raise  a  sum  of  money  to  pay  off  the 
£1,000  and  other  debts  of  the 
lunatic  ;  and  a  proviso  was  inserted, 
that  as  between  the  lunatic,  his 
heirs,  and  devisees,  the  H,  estate 
should  be  considered  as  the  primary 
security  for  the  mort«j;age  debt.  The 
lunatic  havin^j;  died: — Ilehl^  that, 
on  the  true  construction  of  the  pro- 
viso, it  did  not  have  the  effect  of 
exonerating  the  devised  estates  at 
the  expense  of  the  //.  estate,  and 
the  devised  estates  ordered  to  be 
first  applied  in  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debt.  Quaere — Whether 
a  proviso  having  such  an  effect 
would  have  been  v.ithin  the  juriwdic- 


man  v.  JEllis, 


758 


824  METEOPOLIS  LOCAL  ACT. 


ONUS  OF  PEOOF. 


METROPOLIS    LOCAL   MAN- 
AGEMENT  ACT. 

The  right  of  prosecution  given 
to  the  Home  Secretary  by  the  Act 
21  &  22  Yict.  c.  104.,  b.  31,  does  not 
supersede  the  right  of  private  per- 
sons aggrieved  by  the  nuisance  to 
an  injunction. 

Distinction  between  parliamen- 
tary powers  to  do  acts  which 
necessarily  involve  the  commission 
of  nuisances,  and  powers  which  may 
possibly  be  exercised  without  giving 
rise  to  nuisances.  Attorneu-  General 
at  the  relati&n  of  The  Trustees  of 
the  Biver  Lee  v.  The  Metropolitan 
Board  of  Works,  298 

MONEY  DEMAND. 

See  GrAEAKTEE. 

MOETGAGOE  AND  MOET- 
GAGEE. 

When  moneys,  which  form  part 
of  a  larger  sum  placed  by  his  client 
in  the  hands  of  a  solicitor  for  pur- 
poses of  investment,  are  lent  by 
nim  on  the  security  of  a  mortgage 
in  which  he  has  affected  to  act  as 
principal,  the  client  is  bound  by 
notice  of  all  the  circumstances 
which  come  within  his  (the  soli- 
citor's) knowledge. 

Where  in  such  a  case  the  mort- 
gage debt  is  afterwards  settled 
upon  trusts  which  are  substantially 
trusts  for  the  benefit  of  the  original 
mortgagee,  the  "trustees  have  no 
higher  rights  than  their  cestui  que 
trust  had  before  the  settlement. 

AVTiere  a  mortgage  professes  to 
be  made  in  consideration  of  a  sum 
down,  and  which  is  by  the  deed 
made  immediately  payable,  whereas 
the  contract  was  for  an  annuity, 
and  the  consideration  was  not  to 
be  payable  till  after  the  death  of  a 
person  named,  such  mortgage  is 
iraudulent  and  void  as  against  a 
mortgagor  who  joined  therein  as 


surety  only.     Spaight  v.   Coume — 
Edwards  v.  Spaight,  359 

See  CuAROE,  1. 
iNsraANOE,  2. 
Lunacy  Eeoulatiox  Act. 
Pbactice,  6. 


MOETMAIN. 
See  CuABiTr,  1. 

MOTION. 
See  Costs,  1. 

MULTIFAEIOUSNESS. 
See  Pleading,  1,  2. 

NON-ACCESS  OF  HUSBAND. 
See  iLLEorriJiAcr. 

NOTICE. 
See  Charge. 

MOBTGAGOR  AXD  MORTGAGEE. 

NOTICE  TO  QUIT. 
See  Defexce  Act,  1860. 

NOVEL. 
See  Copyright,  3. 

NUISANCE. 

See  IVlETROPOLiTAy  Local  Ma- 
>\vge3iekt  Act. 
Practice,  7. 
Thames  Coxserva>*cy  Act. 

OBSTEUCTION. 

See  Lights. 

ONUS  OF  PEOOF. 
See  Trust  aih)  Trustee,  3. 


OEDEBS  CONSOLIDATED  X 


PLEADING. 
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OBDEES  CONSOLIDATED  X. 

BULE  7. 

See  Pbactice,  12. 


PARTIES. 

See  PLEADtNG,  2. 

Pbactice,  5, 13. 


PABTNEBSHIP. 

Where  a  member  of  a  firm 
which  is  under  a  continuing  con- 
tract retires  with  an  indemnity,  the 
continuing  partners  are  his  agents 
for  carrying  on  the  contract ;  and 
although  after  notice  of  the  retire- 
ment the  retiring  partner  is  in  a 
sense  a  surety  (on  the  principle  of 
OaJceJey  v.  Pasheller)  that  authority 
nv-ill  not  be  extended  so  far  as  to 
discharge  him  from  the  contraxit  by 
reason  of  acts  of  the  continuing 
partners  fairly  within  the  scope  of 
their  authority  in  carrying  out  the 
contract. 

Continuing  partners  under  such 
a  contract  (which  inter  alia  gave 
the  firm  the  power  of  appointing  an 
arbitrator  in  case  of  dispute)  en- 
tered into  an  agreement  by  which 
they  waived  a  very  doubtful  point 
of  construction  on  the  original  con- 
tract, and  referred  differences  to 
arbitrators,  one  of  whom  was  se- 
lected by  themselves  instead  of  by 
the  firm  as  constituted  at  the  date 
of  the  contract: — Held,  that  this 
was  not  such  a  variation  of  the 
original  contract  as  to  discharge  the 
retired  partner.  Oakford  v.  Eu- 
i^opean  if  American  Steam  Shipping 
Company  (Limited),  182 

See  WiNi)ijrG-up  Acts,  2. 


PATENT. 
See  PsACTiOE  2, 


PAYMENT  OUT  OP  COIJBT. 

See  Peacticb,4. 

PLEADING. 

1.  There  is  no  equity  to  maintain 
a  Bill  against  the  representatives  of 
a  person  who  was  accessory  to  a 
Iraud,  from  which  he  derived  no 
pecuniary  benefit,  merely  on  the 
ground,  that,  if  alive,  he  might  have 
been  made  answerable  for  costs. 

The  relation  between  managers 
of  a  Company  and  the  shareholders 
in  respect  of  shares  in  the  Com- 
pany is  not  analogous  to  the  relation 
of  trustee  and  cestui  que  trust  in 
respect  of  the  trust  property. 

Therefore,  one  such  manager  who 
assists  another  to  deal  fraudulently 
with  the  shares  is  not  answerable, 
as  a  trustee  would  be  who  knowingly 
permits  his  co-trustee  to  make 
default.     Wahham  v.  Stainton,  322 

2.  Although  a  person  claiming 
laud  by  title  paramount  is  not  a 
proper  party  to  a  suit  for  specific 
perlbrmance,  a  person  who,  by 
virtue  of  an  antecedent  agreement 
with  the  vendor,  claims  to  be  inter- 
ested in  the  purchase-money,  is  a 
proper  party  to  a  suit  by  the  pur- 
chaser to  have  the  right  to  the 
purchase-money  ascertained,  and 
for  specific  performance  against 
the  vendor.  West  Midland  BaiU 
xcay  Company  v.  J^ixon,  176 

3.  The  rule,  that  a  Defendant 
who  elects  to  answer  must  answer 
fully,  though  subject  to  certain 
specified  exceptions,  applies  to  a 
case  where  the  defence  consists  of 
a  pleadable  point  not  pleaded,  and 
where  the  discovery,  assuming  the 
case  made  by  the  Bill  and  denied 
by  the  Answer  to  be  substantiated, 
would  or  might  be  material  to  the 
relief  to  be  obtained  at  the  Hearing. 
Swahey  v.  Sutton^     -  514 

4.  Where  the  Billprays  alterna- 
tive relief^  and  the  rlaintiff  would 
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POWBE. 


only  be  entitled  to  the  diacovery 
asked  for  under  one  of  the  alterna- 
tives, which  is  not  the  one  prin- 
cipally relied  on  by  the  Bill,  and 
the  information  desired  could  not 
be  material  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  to  which  of  such  alter- 
natives the  Plaintiff  is  entitled,  such 
discovery  will  not  be  compelled 
before  the  Hearing.     Lett  v.  Parry ^ 

517 

5.  A  Railway  Company,  after 
exhausting  their  Parliamentary  bor- 
rowing powers,  issued  bonds  m  the 
form  known  as  Lloyd^a  Bonds^  viz. 
an  acknowledgment  of  debt  and  a 
covenant  to  pay,  with  interest,  on  a 
ftiture  day — ^partly  to  a  contractor 
and  partly  to  persons  who  supplied 
a  Parliamentary  deposit.  At  the 
time  of  the  issue  the  Company  was 
promoting  or  contemplating  a  bill, 
which  was  ultimately  passed,  to 
enable  them  to  raise  further  share 
and  loan  capital: — Held,  on  de- 
murrer, that  these  allegations  would 
not  justify  the  Court  in  declaring 
the  bonds  illegal. 

SembJcy  that  a  Company  intending 
to  issue  such  bonds  to  raise  a  Par- 
liamentary deposit  would  be  re- 
strained before  the  money  was 
raised ;  though,  after  the  money 
had  been  raised  and  applied,  the 
Court  would  not  interfere. 

Whether  such  bonds  would  be 
valid  if  insued  for  the  purpose  of 
evading  the  limitations  of  a  Com- 
pany's borrowing  powers — Quaere. 

A  suit  by  a  shareholder  to  re- 
strain an  illegal  act  n.ust  be  in  form 
on  behali'  of  all  the  shareholders, 
though  it  may  be  sustained  not- 
withatandingthciropposition.  White 
V.   Carmarthen,  ^J'c,  Bailway  Com" 


pany, 


786 


6.  Where  a  Defendant  holds  a 
covenant  for  the  production  of 
deeds  for  the  maintenance  and 
manifestation  of  his  title,  he  is  not 
bound,  in  answer  to  interrogatories, 
to  set  out  such  deeds  in  a  suit,  the 


object  of  which  is  to  show  that  a 
disputed  piece  of  land  is  not  com- 
prised in  the  Defendant's  title. 

Semble,  also,  that  it  would  be  a 
fraud  on  the  covenant  for  the  cove- 
nantor to  claim  the  production  of 
the  deeds,  and  then  use  them  for 
any  such  purpose. 

Semble,  also,  that  a  Defendant  is 
not  bound  to  incur  costs  in  ob- 
taining  production  of  deeds  for  the 
purpose  of  giving  discovery  to  the 
Plaintiff.     Bethell  v.  Casson,       806 

See  CoMMissioxEHS  OP  Sewebs. 

POLICY  OP  ASSURANCE. 
See  IxsUBAXCE,  2. 

POllTIONS. 
See  Covenant,  4. 

POWER. 

Under  an  exclusive  power  to 
appoint  a  trust  fund  of  stock  to 
children  and  their  issue  bom  during 
the  lives  of  the  donees  of  the 
power,  with  a  hotchpot  clause,  an 
appointment  was  made  to  five 
daughters  out  of  nine  children, 
whereby  the  trustees  were  directed, 
after  tne  death  of  the  parents 
(tenants  for  life)  to  stand  possessed 
of  the  fund  upon  the  trusts  follow- 
ing: that  is  to  say,  upon  trunt 
thereout    to   appropriate   one-fifth 

Sart  to  and  for  tlie  benefit  of  each 
aughter,  and  to  pay  and  apply  the 
income  of  the  share  of  each  daugh- 
ter for  her  separate  use  ;  and  after 
the  decease  of  each  daugliter,  upon 
trusts  for  the  benefit  of  her  chil- 
dren: — Held,  that  the  limitations 
over  being  void,  the  daughters  took 
life  interests  only,  subject  to  ac- 
count for  the  value  under  the 
hotchpot  clause.  Backer  v.  Schole- 
fieU,  36 

See  CoTENANTy  4. 


FBACnCE. 
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PRACTICE. 

1.  Evidence  of  belief  only  ib  ad- 
missible on  interlocutory  application, 
tboogh  not  at  the  hearing  of  a  cause, 
and  the  grounds  of  such  belief  are 
properly  stated  in  the  affidavit,  even 
in  the  case  where  such  grounds  consist  ' 
in  great  part  of  conversations  with 
third  persons,  who  might  be  but  are 
not  pxxKluced,  and  where  the  depo- 
nent swears  that  he  disbelieves  the 
statements  made  to  him  by  such 
persons. 

The  rule,  that  no  new  evidence  can 
be  adduced  on  a  motion  after  it  has 
been  opened,  extends  to  the  case  of 
documents  which  it  is  proposed  to 
verify  viva  voce  by  the  attesting 
witness.   Bird  v.  Lakr,  111 

2.  Particulars  of  breaches  delivered 
with  a  view  to  a  jury  trial  of  a  patent 
case  in  this  Court  are  sufficient,  if, 
taken  together  with  the  pleadings, 
they  give  the  Defendant  full  and  fair 
notice  of  the  case  to  be  made  against 
him.     Needham  v.  Oxley,  248 

3.  Where  a  suit  is  brought  on  by 
motion  for  decree,  and  issue  is  joined 
in  a  cross  suit,  and  an  order  is  ob- 
tained by  the  Plain  tiff  in  the  original 
suit  for  him  to  use  in  the  cross  suit 
affidavits  iiled  in  his  own  suit,  it  is  at 
the  option  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
cross  suit  either  to  treat  these  affi- 
davits as  Hied  in  the  original  suit, 
and  so  cross-examine  the  witnesses 
before  an  examiner,  or  to  consider 
them  as  evidence  to  be  used  in  his 
own  suit,  and  give  notice  *of  cross- 
examination  in  open  Court  at  the 
Hearing.  Neve  v.  Pennellf  Hunt  v. 
Neve,  252 

4.  A  fund  which  represented  the 
interest  of  a  tenant  in  tail  in  re- 
mainder in  land  taken  by  a  railway  • 
company  ordered  to  be  paid  out  of 
Court  to  the  tenant  in  tail  in  re- 
mainder with  the  consent  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  without  requiring  a 
disentailing  deed.  In  re  Holden,  In 


re  The  London  and  North  Western 
BiUlway  Co.,  4A5 

6.  A  Bill  to  redeem  a  mortgage  on 
the  real  estate  of  a  married  woman 
should  not  be  filed  by  husband  and 
wife  merely,  but  by  the  wife  by  her 
next  friend,  making  her  husband  a 
oo-Plaintiffi  And  this  is  the  right 
course  even  where  the  husband  is  a 
bankrupt.    Smith  v.  Etches,        558 

6.  On  a  Bill  by  an  heir,  praying 
an  issue  devisavit  vel  non,  for  the 
purpose  of  obtaining  incidental  re- 
lief, the  Court  is  bound,  under  Mr. 
JRolfs  Act,  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion, without  remitting  the  parties  to 
an  action  at  law.  But,  by  analog 
to  the  old  practice,  the  Court  will  in 
general,  in  such  cases,  direct  a  trial 
by  jury,  and  (with  a  view  to  the 
contingency  of  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial)  will  direct  the  trial  to  be 
before  itself.     Egmont  v.  Darell,  563 

7.  A  Bill  to  restrain  a  nuisance  is 
within  the  provisions  of  Mr.  BoWs 
Act  (25  &  26  Vict.  c.  42) ;  and  the 
Court  has  no  longer  the  power  to 
reqidre  the  Plaintiff  to  establish  his 
right  at  law. 

But  this  does  not  affect  the  De- 
fendant's right  to  have  the  question 
of  nuisance  or  no  nuisance  decided 
byajurjr. 

Principle  upon  which  the  Court 
acts  in  determining  whether  or  no 
to  grant  injunctions  in  such  cases. 

Semble,  this  Court  will  not,  ordi- 
narily, try  a  question  of  nuisance 
before  itself,  unless  the  acts  com- 
plained of  have  been  done  in  London 
or  MiddUseXy  but  will  direct  an 
issue.     Eaden  v-  JPVr/A,  573 

8.  Where,  after  an  unsuccessful 
sale  by  auction,  the  Chief  Clerk  ar- 
ranged, that,  in  lieu  of  a  second 
auction,  sealed  tenders  might  be  sent 
in : — ZTe/e^jthat  this  was  a  sale  within 
the  rules  as  to  opening  biddings,  and 
the  biddings  opened  accordingly  on 
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PBACTICE. 


PROOF  OP  VALUE  OP  ANNUITY. 


the  offer  of  a  large  advance.    JFaier- 
house  r.  Wilkinson,  636 

9.  Where,  by  an  error  in  the  in- 
stroctions  to  counsel,  a  party  has 
been  caused  unintentionally  to  make 
an  admission  contrary  to  the  fact, 
the  Court  allowed  the  Defendants  to 
file  a  supplemental  answer,  on  pay- 
ment of  costs.  Cooper  v.  Uttoxeter 
Burial  Board,  680 

10.  The  rule  that  the  next  friend 
of  a  married  woman  must  either  be  a 
person  of  substance,  or  give  security 
ibr  costs,  applies  to  a  case  where  the 
busbar  d  of  the  married  woman  (not 
having  any  substantial  interest)  is  a 
CO- Plaintiff.  Arid  the  rule,  that,  when 
you  have  one  co-Plaintiff  peraonally 
liable  to  costs,  you  have  no  right  to 
security  as  against  any  other  co- 
Plaintiff,  does  not  apply  to  such  a 
case.     Smith  v.  Etches  (No.2),    711 

11.  When  one  of  two  co-Plaintiffs 
refuses  to  concur  in  the  appointment 
of  a  solicitor,  there  being  no  solicitor 
on  the  record,  the  proper  course  is  for 
the  remaining  Plaintiff  to  apply  in 
chambers  for  the  sole  conduct  of  the 
cause  on  a  summons  taken  out  in 
person  s^inst  the  refusing  Plaintiff 
only,  and  a  motion  to  strike  out  the 
name  of  the  refusing  party  as  Plain- 
tiff and  make  him  a  Defendant  will 
be  refused.     Bullin  v.  Arnold,     715 

12.  The  Orders  of  1845  (Consoli- 
dated Order  X,  rule  7),  as  to  service 
on  Defendants  out  of  the  jurisdiction, 
are  not  limited  by  the  statutes 
2  Will.  4,  c.  33,  and  4  &  5  Will.  4, 
c.  82,  but  have  validity  by  force  of 
the  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  94,  and  4  &  5 
Vict.  c.  52,  and  ol  the  course  of  prac- 
tice founded  upon  them.  Under  these 
Orders  the  Court  has  discretion  to 
refuse  to  order  service  abroad,  and 
will  do  so,  not  only  when,  as  in 
Gookney  v.  Anderson,  the  whole  sub- 
ject matter  is  beyond  the  jurisdic- 
tion,  but  also    when  there   are  no 


means  of   effectually  reaching  the 
parties  to  the  suit.     Steele  v.  Stuart, 

793 

13.  On  an  Information  and  Bill 
to  establish  a  charity  rent-charge 
gainst  certain  lands,  the  owners  of 
which  had  paid  the  whole  of  the 
charge  from  1818  to  1853,  the  De- 
fendants, by  their  answer,  stated  that 
the  owners  of  other  lands,  some  of 
whom  they  pointed  out,  who  were 
not  parties  to  the  said  suit,  were 
jointly  liable :  —J2>W,  that  this  was 
no  bar  to  a  decree,  and  that  the 
costs  of  an  inquiry  on  the  subject 
must  be  borne  by  the  Defendants. 
Attorney- General  v.  Naylor,       809 

See  AccouKT,  1. 
Award. 
Costs,  1,  2. 
Plejldtno,  3,  5. 
Trade  Mark,  4. 
WiifDiNO-xrp  Acts,  4,  5. 

PEINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 
See  Account,  1. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  SURETY. 
See  MoRTO  AOOB  ksd  Mortgagee. 
Partnership. 

PRIZK  MEDAL. 
See  Trade  Mark,  2. 

PRODUCTION  OF  DOCU- 
MENTS. 
See  Pleading,  6. 

PROMISSORY  NbTE. 
See  Trust  and  Trustee,  3. 

PROOF  IN  BANKRUPTCY. 
See  Winding-up  Acts,  6. 

PROOF  OP  VALUE  OF  AN- 

NUITY. 

See  Winding-up  Acts. 


PUBLIC  &  PRIVATE  EIGHTS. 


BOLT'S  ACT. 


PUBLIC  AND  PHIVATE 
RIGHTS. 

See  Thames  CoNSERVAXcr  Act. 

PUBLIC  POLICY.      . 
See  CoTENAWT,  2. 

PURCHASER    WITH   NOTICE. 
See  Chiboe. 

PURCHASE  OR  DESCENT. 
See  Inheeitance  Act. 

RAILWAY  COMPANY. 

1.  Where  an  agreement  made  be- 
tween two  Railway  Companies  under 
their  common  seals  contains  clauses 
which  are  beyond  the  powers  of  the 
directors  of  one  of  the  Companies, 
and  clauses  for  referring  to  arbitra- 
tion all  disputes  arising  under  the 
agreement,  this  Court  will,  at  the 
suit  of  a  shareholder  of  that  Com- 
pany, restrain  both  Companies  from 
proceeding  to  arbitration  in  respect 
of  alleged  breaches  of  those  clauses. 

But  no  such  injunction  will  be 
granted  at  the  suit  of  a  shareholder 
of  the  other  Company,  on  the  ground 
tbat  the  stipulations  of  any  such 
clause  are  beyond  the  powers  of  the 
directors  of  the  Company  in  which 
the  Plaintiff  is  not  a  shareholder. 

An  agreement  by  a  Railway  Com- 
pany to  contribute  towards  the  par- 
liamentary deposit  required  for  bills 
promoted  by  another  Company  is 
ultra  vires. 

So  also  is  an  agreement  to  take 
shares  in  future  extensions  of  another 
Company. 

So  also  an  agreement  to  make 
traffic  regulations  applicable  to  future 
extensions. 

But  no  such  agreement  is  ultra 
vires  if  its  validity  is  expressly  made 
to  depend  on  the  sanction  of  Par- 
liament. Maun9eUY.  Midland  Great 


Western  {Ireland)    Railway    Com- 
pany^  130 

2.  Although  it  is  the  undoubted 
right  of  every  shareholder  in  a  com- 
pany to  prevent  the  directors  from 
exceeding  their  powers ;  still,  where 
it  appears  that  the  Plaintiff  is  merely 
a  puppet  in  th^  hands  of  others,  not 
shareholders  in  the  Company,  who 
indemnify  him  against  the  costs  of 
the  suit,  the  Court  will  not  inter- 
fere by  interlocutory  injunction. 
Filder  v.  London^  Brighton,  and 
South  Coast  Railway  Company,    4S9 

See  Costs,  2. 

Lands  Clauses  Act,  1,  2,  3. 

Pleading,  6. 

Practice,  4. 

Specific  Pebformakce,  1. 

RECITAL. 
See  Covenant,  1. 

REDEMPTION  OF  MORTGAGE. 
See  Practice,  5. 

RELEASE  OF  POWER, 
See  CoVBNAifT,  4. 

REMOTENESS. 

See  Power. 
Will,  2. 

RESIDUARY  BEQUEST. 
See  Will,  4. 

RETIRING  PARTNER. 
See  Partnersuip. 

REVOKED  GIFT. 
See  Will,  4. 

ROLT'S  ACT. 
See  Practice,  6,  7, 
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STATUTES. 


SALE. 
See  FbacticB}  8. 

SALE,  TRUST  FOR. 
See  Trust  asd  Tbustee,  1* 

SECURITY  FOR  COSTS. 

See  Pbacticb,  10* 

SERVICE   OUT  OP  JURISDIC- 
TION. 

See  Pbacticb,  12. 

SET  OFF. 
See  GuABAiTTES. 

SETTLEMENT. 

Ste  Covenant,  2. 
Ftttube  Pbopebtt. 

SHARES,  FRAUDULENT  ISSUE 
OP. 

See  Fbaud,  1. 

SHAREHOLDER'S  BILL. 
See  Costs,  2. 

SOLICITOR. 
See  Pbactice,  11. 

SOLICITOR  AND  CLIENT. 
See  Joint  Stock  Compa^^y,  1. 

MOBTOAGOB  AND   MoBTOAOee. 

SPECIFIC  LEGACY. 
See  WijJi,  7. 

SPECIFIC  PERFORMANCE. 

1.  This  Court  has  not  jurisdiction 
to  decree  t|ie  specific  )>erfonnance 


of  a  contract,  for  which  the  consi- 
deration on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff 
is  the  execution  of  certain  works 
which  the  Court  is  unable  to  super- 
intend. 

Therefore,  where  the  Bill  stated 
an  asrreemeut  to  employ  the  Plain- 
tiffs as  contractors  for  making  a 
railway,  and  to  pay  for  the  works  in 
debentures  and  shares  of  the  Com- 
pany, a  motion  for  an  injunction  to 
restrain  the  Company  from  dealing 
with  the  debentures,  and  transferring 
the  shares  in  question  to  others  in 
derogation  of  the  Plaintiffs  rights 
wa3  refused.  Peto  v.  Brighton^  Uck- 
field,  and  Timhridge  Welu  Bail  wag 
Company  y  4G8 

See  ALTEBirATiTX  Rei^tep. 

PUCADINO,   2. 

STATUTES. 
28  Hkk.  8,  c.  6. 

See  CoMMiSBioxEBS  OP  Sewebs. 

9  &  10  WiM..  3,  c.  15. 
See  AwABD. 


U  Geo.  3,  c.  78. 
See  Insubattce. 

8  <fe  4  Will.  4,  c.  22. 

See  CoHMissioxERS  op  Sewebs. 

3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  106. 
See  IxHEBiTAWCE  Acr. 

4  <&  5  Will.  4,  c.  22. 
See  Appobtiokment,  1. 

4  <fe  5  Will.  4,  o.  82. 
See  Practice,  12, 


STATUTES. 


THAMES  CONSERVANCY  ACT.  831 


1  Vict.  c.  26. 
See  Will,  9. 

2  &  3  Vict.  c.  33. 
See  PttACTiCB,  12. 

4^5  Vict.  c.  52. 
See  Pbactice,  12. 

7  A  8  Vict.  c.  12. 
See  CopxniOHT,  1. 

8  Vict.  c.  16. 

See  Appobtionment  1. 

8  A  9  Vict.  c.  18. 
See  LAif j>s  CljlUsbs  Act. 

PftiLCTICX,  4 

11  A  12  Vict.  c.  45. 

12  &  13  Vict.  cc.  106, 108. 

See  WiNDDfQ-XJp  Acts,  1,  2,  6. 

16  &  17  Vict.  o.  70. 
See  Lunacy  Regulation  Act. 

18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120. 

See  Metbopolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act. 

20&21.  Vict.  c.  78. 

See  Windinq-Up  Acts,  1,  2. 

20  A  21  Vict.  c.  147. 

See  Thames  Consebtanct  Act. 

21  A  22  YiCT.  c.  93. 
See  Illegitimact. 

21  A  22  Vict.  c.  104. 

See  Metbopolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act, 


23  A  24  Vict.  c.  112. 

See  Defence  Act,  1860. 

24  A  25  Vict.  c.  184. 

See  Winding-up  Acts,  6. 

25  A  26  Vict.  c.  42. 
See  Pbactice,  6,  7. 

25  A  26  Vict.  c.  89. 

See  Wending-Up  Acts,  1,  2. 

SUICIDE. 
See  Insubance,  2. 

SURETY. 

See  MoBTGAGOB  A  Mobtgages. 
Pabtnebship. 

SUSPENSE  OP  LIMITATIONS. 
See  Will,  1. 

TENANCY  BY  ENTIRETIES, 
See  PuTUBB  Pbopebtt. 

TENANCY  IN  COMMON. 
See  Will,  6. 

TENANTS     FOR     LIFE     IM- 
PEACHABLE  FQR  WASTE. 

See  Will,  8. 

THAMES  CONSERVANCY  ACT. 

Under  the  Thames  Conservancy 
Act,  1857,  the  Conservators  were 
empowered  to  erect  pierg  at  any  con- 
venient place,  of  such  form  and  con- 
struction as  they  should  deem  advan- 
tageous to  the  public,  and  causing 
the  leastobstructiontothe  navigation. 
The  plans  were  to  be  first  approved 
by  the  Admiralty. 

Seldy  that  the  Court  had  no  jurisn 
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TEADE  MASK. 


diction  to  interfere  bj  injunction  at 
the  suit  of  the  Attorney-General,  on 
the  ground  of  the  alleged  inconve- 
nience of  propose:!  piers ;  or,  at  most, 
that  it  could  only  interfere  in  a  case 
where  it  was  shown  that  the  piers 
would  be  entirely  useless. 

The  statute  directed,  that,  when- 
ever the  Conservators  should  remove 
or  obstruct  the  free  use  and  enjoy- 
ment of  any  public  stairs  or  landing- 
places  marked  by  the  Watermen's 
Company,  they  should  erect  equally 
convenient  stairs  or  landing-places  in 
substitution  for  them. 

Held,  that  the  substitution  of  new 
stairs  or  landing-places  was  not  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  removal 
or  disturbance ;  and  that  where  the 
Conservators  had  prepared  plans  for 
piers  which  would  interfere  with  such 
old  stairs,  without  showing  any  ade- 
quate provision  in  substitution  for 
them,  the  Court  would  not  assume 
that  the  duty  would  be  neglected, 
and  would  not  interfere  at  the  suit  of 
the  Attorney-General  to  restrain  the 
works  until  proper  substitutes  should 
be  provided  for  the  old  stairs. 
Attorney- General  y,  Canservators  of 
the  Thames.  1 


TRADE,  COVENANT  AGAINST. 
See  Covenant,  2,  3. 


TRADE  MARK. 

1.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to 
g^ve  a  right  to  an  injunction,  that  a 
specific   trade  mark   should   be  in- 
fringed;   it  is    sufficient    that    the 
Court  should  be  satisfied  that  there 
was,  on  the  whole,  a  fraudulent  in- 
tention of  palming  off  the  Defen- 
dant's goods  as  those  of  the  Plaintiff*.    | 
But,  in  such  a  case,  it  is  essential   ' 
that  the  imitation  should  be  neces-    ' 
jsarily   calculated    to    deceive;    and 
where  it  did  not  appear  that  any  one 
bad  been,  in  fact,  deceived,  and  a 


material  part  of  the  Plaintiff's  pecu- 
liar marks  had  been  omitted,  the 
Court,  notwithstanding  strong  cir- 
cumstances of  suspicion,  refused  to 
interfere.     Wbollam  v.  B<itclif,  259 

2.  This  Court  w^ill  not  grant  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  issue  of 
goods  bearing  labels  containing  a 
false  representation,  when  such  false- 
hood is  not  an  infringement  of  any 
right  vested  in  the  Plaintiff! 

The  persons  to  whom  prize  ntedals 
have  been  awarded  by  the  Commis- 
sioners of  the  International  Exhi- 
bition, have  not  ipso  facto  any  special 
property  in  the  nature  of  a  trade 
mark  in  the  words  "  prize  medal." 

Therefore,  where  a  person  who 
had  not  obtained  such  a  medal  issued 
his  goods  with  labels  affixed  to  them 
bearing  the  words  "Prize  Medal, 
18G2,"  this  Court  refused  to  interfere 
at  the  instance  of  a  person  who  had 
obtained  such  a  medal.  Batty  y. 
Rill,  264 

3.  Although  a  trade  mark  is  not 
"  property  "properly  so  called,  yet 
when  a  business  is  bona  fide  assigned, 
the  exclusive  right  to  use  a  trade 
mark  which  has  been  appropriated 
to  that  business  may  be  assigned 
along  with  it.  And  this  principle 
applies  even  where  the  right  to  uso 
the  same  trade  mark  (out  of  Eng- 
land) is  retained  by  the  assignors. 

Where  a  trade  mark  has  once  been 
legitimately  acquired,  an  altered  state 
of  circumstances  rendering  the  speci- 
fic assertions  appearing  on  the  face 
of  the  trade  mark  no  longer  true, 
will  not  render  the  use  of  such  mark 
improper. 

Although  a  statement  in  his  trade 
mark,  which  is  false  ab  initio,  will  in 
general  deprive  the  Plaintiff  of  all 
right  to  relief,  this  principle  does 
not  apply  to  a  case  where  the  false- 
hood in  question  was  not  reasonably 
calculated  to  deceive.  The  Leather 
Cloth    Company    (Limited)  v.   The 


TRUST  AND  TRUSTEE. 


ULTRA  VIRES. 


Ameriean  Leather  Cloth    Company 
(Limited),  271 

4.  Where  a  decree  has  been  made 
directmg  the  Defendant  to  account 
for  all  goods  sold  by  him  with  a  par- 
ticahur  stamp  thereon,  he  is  com- 
pellable to  disclose  the  nfimes  of  all 
persons  to  whom  he  has  sold  any 
such  goods ;  and  if  he  be  unable  to 
give  such  information  precisely,  he 
may  then  (but  not  otherwise)  be  re- 
quired, on  cross-examination,  to  dis- 
close the  names  of  all  persons  to 
whom  he  has  sold  any  goods  which 
he  will  not  swear  positively  were  un- 
stamped. The  Leather  Cloth  Com- 
pany (Limited)  v.  Rireehfeld,     29o 

5.  Where  A.  introduces  into  the 
market  an  article,  which,  though  pre- 
viously known  to  exist,  is  new  as  an 
article  of  conmierce,  and  has  acquired 
a  reputation  therefrom  in  the  market 
by  a  name  not  merely  descriptive  of 
the  article,  B,  will  not  be  permitted 
to  sell  a  similar  article  under  the 
same  name ;  and  this,  although  the 
peculiarity  of  the  name  in  question 
has  long  been  in  common  use  as  ap- 
plied to  goods  of  a  differeut  kind. 
And  it  will  make  no  difference  that 
the  Plaintiff  has  also  a  trade  mark 
which  has  not  been  taken  by  the 
Defendant.      Braliam    v.    Bustard, 

TRUST  AND  TRUSTEE. 

1.  Although  a  power  simply  col- 
lateral may  be  exercised  by  an  infant, 
a  devise  to  an  infant  and  others 
upon  a  discretionary  ti-ust  for  sale 
cannot  be  exercised  by  them. 

Devisees  on  a  discretionary  trust 
for  sale  (one  of  whom  was  an  infant) 
having  contracted  to  sell :  held,  on  a 
BUI  by '  the  purchaser  for  specific 
performance,  that  the  contract  was 
void,  and  Bill  dismissed  accordingly. 
King  v.  Bellord,  843 

2.  A  testator  directed  his  execu- 
tors to  distribute  between  his  wife 


and  sons  (of  whom  there  were  six) 
such  portions  of  his  plate,  &c.,  as 
they  should  judge  expedient,  and  to 
sell  the  rest.  The  will  carried  the 
proceeds  of  such  sale  to  three  of  the 
sons  to  whom  the  residue  was  left  in 
equal  shares.  The  only  executor  who 
proved  was  one  of  the  sons,  who  dis- 
tributed portions  of  the  plate,  Ac., 
unequally,  taking  the  largest  share 
himself.  The  distribution,  however, 
was  made  in  accordance  with  a  letter 
written  by  the  testator,  and  with  the 
consent  of  the  adults  interested,  and 
of  one  of  the  guardians  of  the  infants, 
and  the  bona  fides  of  the  distribution 
was  not  questioned.  Held,  that  the 
distribution  was  authorised  by  the 
will.    Davis  v.  Bavis^  256 

3.  Notwithstanding  the  general 
rule,  that  the  onus  is  on  the  maker 
of  a  negotiable  instrument  to  show 
that  it  has  been  paid,  the  holder  is 
bound,  in  the  first  place  (unless  he 
be  a  derivative  indorsee  for  value 
during  the  currency  of  the  bill  or 
note)  to  show  that  the  maker  re- 
ceived value  for  it. 

When  a  bank,  with  knowledge  of 
the  relative  position  of  the  ps^ies, 
places  the  proceeds  of  a  promissory 
note,  which  has  been  made  in  their 
favour  by  A.  (a  person  just  come  of 
age),  unreservedly  in  the  power  of 
B.  (a  person  who  stands  in  loco 
parentis  to  A.,)  knowing  at  the  time 
that  B,  claims  to  be  a  creditor  of  A, 
to  a  large  amount  for  necessaries 
supplied,  and  B,  afberwards  misap- 
propriates the  money,  the  bank  wUl 
be  restrained  from  suing  on  the  note. 
Bettmar  v.  Metropolitan  and  Pro- 
vincial  Bank  (Limited),  641 

See  Chabgs. 

Illegitimacy. 

MOBTOAOOB  Ain>  MOBTOAOBE. 

ULTRA  VIRES. 
See  Joint  Stock  Compact,  1,  2,  3. 
Pleadikg,  5. 
Railway  Compant,  1,  2. 
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UNDEBLEASE. 


WILL. 


UNDEBLEASE. 

See  COTEKAITT,  8. 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

See  Ikhbhitakce  Act. 
Pleadiitg,  2. 

VESTING. 
See  Will,  2,  3. 

WASTE. 

See  Will,  8. 

WHARNCLIFFE  ORDER. 
See  Railway  Compakt,  1. 

WILL. 

I.  Devise  of  K.  and  M,  estates 
to  A,  for  life,  remainder  to  trustees 
in  trust  for  B,  for  life,  with  limita- 
tions oyer  for  Bla  younger  sons  and 
their  male  issue,  remainder  to  B!e 
eldest  son  K,  for  life,  remainder  to 
his  sons  in  tail  male,  with  remainders 
oyer.  Directions  for  maintenance 
and  accumulation  of  rents  during 
the  minority  of  any  tenant  for  life 
or  in  tail  hy  purchase. 

Gift  of  the  residue  of  the  real 
estates  and  all  chattels  real  to  the 
same  trustees  upon  the  limitations  of 
the  K.  and  M,  estates  suhsequent  to 
the  life  interests  of  A.  and  B, 

Bequest  of  the  residuary  personal 
estate  to  the  same  trustees,  upon 
trust,  until  conversion,  to  invest  and 
apply  the  income  on  the  trusts  afber 
declared  of  the  rents  of  the  real 
estate  to  he  purchased,  and  upon 
trust,  at  the  discretion  of  the  trustees, 
to  invest  two-thirds  of  the  personal 
residue  in  the  purchase  of  land,  to 
be  settled  on  the  trusts  of  the  JT. 
and  M,  estates  subsequent  to  the  life 
interests  of  A,  and  B,^  and  to  invest 
the  remaining  third  thereof  in  land 
to  be  settled  to  the  use  of  K,  for 
life,  remainder  to  his   sons   succes- 


sively in  tail  male,  remunder  on  the 
trusts  declared  of  the  K.  and  M. 
estates  subsequent  to  the  life  interests 
of  A,  and  B,y  with  provisions  for 
maintenance  and  accumulation  dur^ 
ing  the  minority  of  any  tenant  for  life 
or  tenant  in  taU  in  possession.  Ap-* 
pointment  of  the  said  trustees  execu- 
tors of  the  wHl. 

Al.  being  dead,  and  B*  being 
alive: — Reld^  that  the  rente  of  the 
residuary  real  estate,  until  the  same 
should  vest  in  some  person  entitled 
in  possession  under  the  will,  went  to 
the  heir  at  law. 

Held  also,  that  the  disposition  of 
the  chattels  real,  and  of  the  residuary 
personal  estate,  carried  with  it  the 
mterim  income  during  the  suspense 
of  vesting.  Hodgson  v.  Earl  of 
Bective,  376 

2.  Bequest  of  residue  upon  trust 
to  apply  such  part  as  the  trustees 
should  think  fit  for  maintenance  of 
A,  until  twenty-one,  then  to  pay  her 
out  of  income  £500  a-year  until 
twenty-five,  and  then  for  A,  for  life, 
and  after  her  death  for  all  her  chil- 
dren until  they  should  respectively 
attain  twenty-five,  then  for  such 
children  so  attaining  twenty-five; 
with  a  gift  over«  Similar  bequest  of 
leaseholds,  except  that  it  concluded 
with  an  absolute  life  interest  in  A, 

Held,  that  the  children  of  A,  took 
vested  interests  at  birth,  and  that 
the  gift  over  was  void  for  remoteness. 
HardcMtle  v.  HardcoBtle^  405' 

3.  Where  a  fund  is  severed  imme- 
diately from  a  testator'  death  for  the 
benefit  of  the  objects  of  the  gift, 
the  interests  are  vested  aud  carry  the 
interim  income,  though  the  only  gift 
is  in  a  direction  to  pay  at  a  ni^re 
time. 

Therefore,  where,  imder  a  power  of 
appointment  over  a  fund,  a  testa- 
trix directed  th^  trustees,  imme- 
diately after  her  death,  to  raise 
£5,000,  and  to  pay  the  same  equally 
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between  five  nephews  and  nieces,  the 
shares  of  sons  to  be  payable  on  their 
respectiyelj  attaining  twentj-one, 
and  of  daughters  at  twenty-one  or 
marriage  respectively,  with  benefit  of 
sunriyorship,  and  upon  trust  to  apply 
the  residue  for  the  benefit  of  certain 
other  persons : — 

Metdy  that  the  interests  vested 
immediately  on  the  death  of  the 
testatrix,  and  that  the  nephews  and 
nieces  were  entitled  to  the  interim 
income  arising  from  their  respective 
shares.     Dundas  v.  Wolfe  Murray , 

425 

4.  Where  by  the  will  the  residue 
is  given  in  shares,  and  by  a  codicil 
the  gifb  of  one  of  those  shares  is  di* 
reoted  on  a  certain  contingency  to 
nnk  into  the  residue,  '*  and  be  held 
and  applied  accordingly,"  the  heir 
and  next  of  kin  of  the  testator  will, 
upon  the  happening  of  the  contin- 
gency, be  respectively  entitled  to  the 
said  share,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
residuary  legatees.  Lightfooi  v. 
BurHalX  546 

5.  The  rule  that  a  specific  legatee 
of  shares  liable  to  caUs  must  take 
them  cum  onere,  does  not  apply  to 
calls  made  in  the  lifetime  of  a  person 
who  is  tenant  for  life  of  the  whole  re- 
siduary estate  (including  the  shares), 
as  an  entire  fund. 

The  true  test  is,  whether  the 
shares  have  or  not  been  separated 
from  the  general  residue  at  the  date 
of  the  calL    Be  Box,  552 

6.  Devise  to  A,  and  her  daughter 
jB.  for  their  lives,  remainder  to  all 
the  children  of  A.  and  ^.  to  be  be- 
gotten, as  tenants  in  common  in  tail. 

B.  being  the  only  daughter  of 
A.^^Held  that  B.  was  entitled  in 
common  with  her  own  children  to 
•hare  in  the  remainder  in  taiL 

Early  v.  Benbovo  (2  CoL  342) 
distinguished.      Ahnach   v.    Horn, 

630 


7.  Gift  by  Will  of  annuities  fol- 
lowed by  a  declaration  that  they 
should  be  paid  by  the  trustees  out 
of  the  rents  of  real  estate  thereby 
devised.  Gifb  of  all  real  and  re- 
siduary personal  estate  on  trust,  out 
of  the  rents  of  the  realty,  to  pay  the 
annuities,  and  subject  thereto  to 
apply  the  real  and  residuary  personal 
estate  on  certain  trusts : — tield,  that 
the  bequest  of  the  annuities  was 
demonstrative;  and  that,  the  rents 
having  proved  insufficient,  the  annui- 
ties were  payable  out  of  the  residuary 
personal  estate.     Baget   v.  Huish, 

663 

8.  Where  a  testator  has  devised 
his  estate  to  A.  in  fee,  with  a  direc- 
tion that  it  should  be  settled  to  the 
use  of  A.  for  life,  remainder  to  his 
sons  successively  in  tail  general,  or 
otherwise  in  tail  as  A.  should  di^ct, 
remainder  to  the  daughters  succes- 
sively  in  tail  general,  remainders 
over ;  and  that  the  settlement  should 
contain  "  all  usual  and  proper  pro- 
visions "  for  giving  effect  to  this  in- 
tention, and  all  such  other  powers 
and  provisions  as  coimsel  should 
advise — a  limitation  of  the  life  estate 
**  without  impeachment  of  waste  "  is 
not  authorised  by  the  will.  Baven- 
port  V.  Davenport,'  776 

9.  Testatrix  devised  all  property, 
except  that  subject  to  the  trusts  of  a 
specified  settlement  and  not  disposed 
of  under  the  power  therein  contained. 
Subsequently  she  purchased  other 
property,  and  settled  it  in  substance 
on  the  same  trusts  i^-^Held  that  the 
after-purchased  property  was  not 
within  the  exception,  but  passed  by 
the  will. 

Whether  the  26th  section  of  the 
Wills  Act  applies  to  excepting  clauses 
— QtMPTtf.    Mughea  v.  Jonee,       766 

See  CoiraucT  of  Laws. 
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WINDING  UP  ACTS. 

1.  Under  a  winding  up,  subse- 
quent to  the  Winding-up  Amend- 
ment Act  of  1857,  and  prior  to  the 
Joint  Stock  Companies  Act,  1862 — 
Seld^  that,  on  the  Company  being 
found  to  be  insolvent,  an  annuitant 
was  entitled  to  prove  imder  the 
winding  up  for  the  estimated  value 
of  the  annuity,  without  taking  any 
preliminary  proceedings  to  establish 
the  amount  as  a  debt.  Be  English 
and  Irish  Ohureh  and  University 
Assurance  Society,    {No,  1),         79 

2.  The  law  of  partnership  is  a 
branch  of  the  law  of  agency,  and  the 
test  of  partnership  is  not  simply 
whether  the  alleged  partner  was  to 
receive  a  share  of  profits,  but  whether 
he  constituted  his  alleged  co-partners 
his  agents  for  carrying  on  business. 
The  receipt  of  profits  is  only  impor- 
tant as  a  consequence  of  such  agency, 
and  a  ground  for  inferring  it  in  cer- 
tain cases. 

An  Assurance  Society  granted 
policies  bpth  in  the  participating  and 
non-participating  form.  The  former 
class  stipulated  that  the  funds  and 
property  of  the  Society  should,  sub- 
ject to  the  deed  of  settlement,  be 
liable  to  pay  the  sum  assured,  with 
such  further  sum  as  should,  pursuant 
to  the  rules  of  the  Society,  be  appro- 
priated by  way  of  bonus  or  addition, 
with  a  proviso  declaring  that  the 
^nds  of  the  Society  should  alone  be 
liable,  and  negativing  personal  lia- 
bility. The  latter  class  stipulated 
that  the  funds  and  property  of  the 
Society  should,  subject  to  the  deed, 
be  liable  to  pay  the  sum  assured,  with 
a  proviso  that  the  funds  of  the  Society, 
by  the  deed  applicable  to  the  pay- 
ment of  policies,  should  alone,  sub- 
ject to  prior  claims  thereon,  pursuant 
to  the  deed,  be  liable,  and  negativing 
personal  liability. 

The  deed  provided  that  the  actuary 
should  estimate  the  amount  of  profits, 


that  this  estimate  might  be  rejected 
or  reduced  by  a  meeting-  of  share- 
holders, and  that  six-tenths  of  the 
divisible  profits  so  ascertained  should 
be  apportioned  by  the  actuary,  as  he 
thorught  fair,  among  the  participating 
policy-holders  :  —  Meld,  that  such 
policy-holders  were  not  partners. 

Seld  also,  that  claimants  under 
both  classes  of  policies  were  entitled 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  assets  (the 
Company  being  in  course  of  winding 
up)  pari  passu  with  general  creditors, 
as  to  whom  the  liability  of  the  share- 
holders was  unlimited. 

The  assets  in  hand  being  insuffi- 
cient to  provide  for  all  claims,  held^ 
that  the  general  creditors  were  en- 
titled, in  the  first  instance,  to  be  paid 
pari  passu  with  the  policy-holders, 
notwithstanding  the  possibility  of 
their  recovering  further  sums  from 
individual  shareholders  ;  and  that  the 
question  of  marshalling  did  not  at  that 
stage  arise.  Be  MngUsh  and  Irish 
Ohureh  and  University  Assurance 
Society,     {M.  2),  85 

8.  A  Fire  Insurance  Company  is- 
sued policies,  by  which  the  assets  of 
the  Company  were  made  Habl^  to  pay 
.the  amount  of  loss,  with  a  limitation 
of  the  personal  liability  of  share- 
holders. In  other  policies  the  form 
was,  that  the  assets  remaining  at  the 
time  of  the  claim  undisposed  of  in 
pursuance  of  the  deed  of  settlement 
should  be  liable.  The  Company  had 
also  incurred  general  debts  without 
any  limitation  of  liability.  The 
Company  being  in  course  of  winding, 
up:— 

Jleld,  that  the  claimants  under 
policies  had  a  charge  in  such  a  sense 
as  to  entitle  them  to  a  receiver,  but 
not  so  as  to  confer  any  priority  as  be- 
tween themselves,  or  as  against  the 
general  creditors ;  and  that  the  assets 
in  the  hands  of  the  Official  Manager 
were  distributable  pari  passu  among 
all  the  creditors  of  the  Company,  in- 
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eluding  policy-holders,  without  pre- 
judice to  any  question  as  to  xnar^ial- 

Be  Athefusum^  Johns.  633,  quali- 
fied. Be  State  Fire  Insurance  Com- 
pany^ 457 

4.  Where  a  petition  for  winding  up 
a  limited  Company  cannot  be  heard 
on  the  day  appointed  by  advertise- 
ment, by  reason  of  the  advertisement 
not  having  been  inserted  in  proper 
time,  the  practice  is  to  let  the  Peti- 
tion stand  over  for  a  fortnight,  with 
liberty  to  insert  fresh  advertisements. 
The  practice  of  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy in  this  respect  not  followed. 
In  re  London  and  Weetminsier  Wine 
Oompan^y  561 

5.  The  provisions  of  the  Companies 


Act,  1862,  as  to  winding  up  orders 
under  the  Court  of  Chancery,  are  not 
intended  to  apply  to  cases  where  there 
is  a  very  small  body  of  shareholders, 
and  no  difficulties  in  the  way  of 
voluntary  winding  up  exist.  Be 
Natal  ^c.  Company  {Idmited),  639 

6.  An  order  under  the  Winding- 
up  Acts  is  necessary  to  justify  the 
Official  Manager  in  proving  under  a 
bankruptcy;  but  proof  having  been 
made  without  such  order  against  a 
banlorupt  who  had  been  committed 
for  non-payment  of  a  call — Seld  that 
the  bankrupt  was  entitled  to  his  dis- 
charge. Be  Life  A99uranee  Treasury, 
Bx  parte  Pepper,  755 

See  Jonrr  Stock  CoMPAirr,  2. 


ERRATA. 

Paff€  100,  line  10, /or  profits  read  proofs. 
„    672,  line  8,/rojn  bottoms/or  direction  read  discretion. 
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